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Sam G: Reid, Oglesby. 
Robert E. Slocum, Pharr. 
Thomas B. White, Rogers. 
Merrida E. Ware, Seagraves. 
Royce E. Dowdy, Trent. 
John F. Warrington, Valley Mills. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

John 0. Stone, Davy. 
WISCONSIN 

Frank E. Shults, Baraboo. 
Elmer Carlson, Brantwood. 
Oliver R. Weinandy, Cochrane. 
William H. GQldthorpe, Cuba City. 
Eugene F. Stodd.ard, Downing. 
Samuel 1\f. Hogenson, Ephraim. 
James C. Taylor, Gilman. 
Mae F. Ha·rris, Goodman. 
James N. Godsell, Hales Corners. 
Simon Skroch, Independence. 
Charles Pearson, La Valle. 
Carrie B. Carter, Lyndon Station. 
Henry A. "Elmer, Maribel 
Edward Stackman, Ontario. 
Emmet W. Zimmerman, Phelps. 
Alvin E. Hafel.", Roberts. 
Andrew Bock, Stockholm. 
Harry Bradley, Taylor. 
Edmund 0. Johnson, Warrens. 
George E. Bogrand, Wausaukee. 
Hartvig J. Elstad, 'Vhitehall. 
Winfield J. Kyes, White Lake. 
George E. King, Winneconne. 
Thomas E. Noyes, Winter. 

NOMIN.ATION RECALLED 

• 

Executive ~nation retu.rned to the Senate May 2 (legislat,ive 
day of April 30), i930 

POSTMASTER 

In compliance with the ·request of the Senate of April 30, 1930, 
the President returned the resolution of the Senate of April 28, 
1930, advis-ing and consenting to the. appointment of W. Bateman 
Cullen to be postmaster at Clayton, Del. · 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, May ~' 1930 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m., pursuant to adjournment. 
The Chapiain, Rev . .Tames Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 

0 God, each day and in many circumstances we need that 
covert against which the storms beat in vain. May we realize, 
in some little way, that Thou dost rise above thrones, principali
ties, and powers. Do Thou more and more invigorate the pur
poses of our souls. Add sincerity to earnestness and earnestness 
to endeavor. 0 give us strength in all that is good, aversion 
to whatever is evil, and power to resist all the approaches of 
sin. 0 remember every heart, and be unto all like music float
ing softly among the hills, like a sweet fragrance wafted among 
the highlands, and like a soft shaft of light breaking through 
the clouds above us. When the day is over and we are alone 
with our thoughts, a we look back with a steady gaze, may we 
feel that it was worth while. In the name of Jesus we pray. 
.Amen. 

. The .Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk, 
announced that the Senate had agreed to the amendment of the 
House to the bill ( S. 3249) entitled ".An act to repeal section 
4579 and amend section 4578 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States respecting compen ·ation for vessels for trans
porting seamen." 

FEIDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanim·ous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting therein an article 
of my own appearing in Public Utilities Fortnightly. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the REcORD in the manner 
indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The article is as follows : 
THlll PROPOSED REVAMPING OF THE FEDERAL POWER COMlHSSION 

(.Everybody seems to agree that something ought to be done about the 
Federal Power Commission. Wllile the Senate Commerce Committee 
occupif.'s the public prints with its consideration of a bill by Senato1· 
CouzENS, of Michigan, to reorganize the commission, perhaps too little 
has been said or heard of a bill that was introduc<'d in the House of 
Representatives far back in January to create a full-time commission 
with a competent personnel by Representative CELLER, of New York. 
This measure is very similar to the Couzens bill and will have practically 
the same effect, if enacted. In this article Representative CELLER tf.'IIS 
what he thinks is the matter with the pre;;ent Federal Power Commission, 
and what h_e proposes to do about it.) 

By EMANUEL CELLER, Representative from New York, United States 
Congress 

Criticism is being leveled at the prevalent practice of creating com
missions. 

The President criticizes the number of commissions appointed by 
Congress, and prominent Members of the Senate have in turn made 
disparaging remarks about the number of so-called " Hoover commis
sions." 

Meanwhile both branches of our Government go on grinding out com
missions. Scarcely a day passes that we do not learn that a new com
mission bas been created to look into this or to look after that. 

Why this multiplicity ·of commissions? Is there a trend in the mod
ern practice of Government toward commission regulation to supplement 
the inadequacy of the three constitutional branches to look after public 
affairs? 

The answer to this question may be found in the honest recognition 
of the single facto!' that there are some problems of their very nature 
so technical that neither the courts nor the legislatures are competent 
to handle them-problems such as utility rate maklng-that require 
specialized knowledge by trained experts. 

It is because both courts and legislatures have singularly failed in 
their attempts to regulate and adjust technical matters that we have 
to-day realized the need for these tribunals of trained experts. 

It was over 20 years ago when Dean Pound, the juristic oracle of 
Harvard, viewed with alarm the advance of commission regulation. He 
said: .. 

"Executive justice is an evil. It always has been and it always 
will be crude and as variable as the personalities of officials. • • • 
Nothing but rule and principle; steadfastly adhered to, can stand be
tween the citizen and official incompetence, caprice, <lr corruption. 
Time has always imposed a legal yoke upon executive justice and incor
porated its results into law. The only way to check the onward mareh 
of executive justice is to improve the output of judicial justice until 
the adjustment of human relations by our courts is brought into 
thorough accord with the moral sense of the public at large." 

But in these 20 years commissions have sprung up everywhere.. To
day we have public-utility commissions, power commissions, tariff 
commissions, workmen's compensation commissions, and a hundred other 
fact-finding bodies to attend to those detail ' of government which are 
beyond the ken of the average jurist or legislator. 

My bill in Congres introduced on January 25, 1930, has to do with 
the F ederal Power Commission. It does not create any new commis
sion. It merely seeks to change the character of the Federal Power 
Commission. This body was created by Congress in the Federal water 
powe1.· act of June· 10, 1920 ; its alleged purpose was to afegum·d the 
national water-power resourcE's of the American people in their navi
gable streams. The original bill provided for the creation of the Fed
eral Power Commission. This seemed- a logical step to take in view 
of the technical characte.r of the subject matter involved. 

But the fault I find and the- fault \Vhich I am attempting to remedy 
in my proposed bill is that the power COilliDissiou is now composed of 
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
Secretary of War. My principal contention is that these Cabinet offi
cers, already overburdened with the arduous and restricting duties of 
tl1eir own offices, are not able to give the proper time and attention to 
the important work of the Federal Power Commi.,sion. 

We have seen that the original idea of commis ion regulation was to 
delegate quasi-judidal powers to trained fact-finding. tribunals with 
sufficient time and knowledge to e-xercise them. Congress recognized in 
the 1920 act its own inability to cope with the constantly increasing 
amount of controversies arising over the exploiting of li'ederally owned 
power sites. Congre s sits only a few months a year. During that ttme 
it bas plenty to do and usually goes home witbout ·doing half of it. 

What this field of regulation needed was an independent, full-time 
commission of trained men, and Congress, instead, pushed it over on 
tl1l'ee overworked Cabinet officers, who had neither time nor special 

-training to look after it properly. 
What bas been the result? · 
Under the present inadequate provisions of the Fedei·al water power 

act there have crept in grave abuses. Time and again the Federal 
Power Commi. !'lion has (unwittingly, I hope) played Esau to the power 
coriJoration's Jacob and bartered away the water-power birthright of 
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the American people for messes of regulatory pottage. The weaknesses 
in the structure of the act make it possible for the larger companies 
to impose handicaps upon a commission already hamstrung by its own 
]imitations. The intention of Congress as enacted in the 1920 law has 
been evaded and perverted by the juggled accounts by these same com
panies before a commissio~ that is inadequately maO:ned and unable to 
check up on the deficiencies. . 

To show that I am not merely indulging in glittering generalities, 
here ar·e a few specific examples of what I think h!.!Ve been miscar
riages of administrative justice by the Esau-Jacob combination : 

The bulk of the work of the Power Commission is really carried on 
by the subordinate officers. The harassed commissioners, themselves 
Cabinet officers, have little time to do more than to consider the general 
recommendations of these commission employees. This actually throws 
more responsibility upon the shoulders of these subordinates than Con
gress ever intended that they should assume. In addition to this, the 

· co·mmission does not have an adequate accounting system to prevent 
the padding of capital accounts of the larger companies. Such a system 
is needed to check up on excessive claims for operating expenses and 
land values. 

Now, the 1020 act provides that rates much be based on actual invest
ment. Instead, through these loopholes which I have mentioned, com· 
panics are in a position to base rates on inflated values and overcapi-· 
talization of hoped-for earnings. 

Let us consider the Clarion River Power Co., for example, created 
for the purpose of developing the Pennsylvania power site of that name. 

The commission figured that not less than $4,000,000, and possibly 
much more, of the alleged book cost of the project is inflated; it con
tends that in excess of $6,000,000 of purported "costs" have no fur
ther evidentiary basis than the fi,<TUres in the company's books. 

'!'he company asserts that its total claim of $11,031,816.57 is legiti
mat~but it refuses to allow the ·commission's accountants access to 
its records. .As a result of this attitude on the part of the company, 
the case bas never been settled and at this writing it still bangs fire 
while the commission's solicitor. Charles A. Russell, limited by law, 
restricted by appl'Opriations, and inadequately advised and directed by 
his superiors, is attempting to prosecute in some -way what he deems 
to be the company's lack of compliance with the law. 

G~ing further northward we find the Niagara "Falls Power Co., in 
which J. P. Morgan & Co. is so heavily interested, claiming a "fair 
value" of $77,000,000. According to the commission's report, this 
compJny's actual investment did not amount to more than $20,500,000. 
_ Coming nearer to Washington we find the Conowingo hydrodevelop

rnent , on the Susquehanna River in Maryland. Out of a total pre
license cost of $7,246,832.07 claimed by the participating companies a 
joint auditing committee, appointed by the Federal, Maryland, and 
Pennsylvania Commissions, disallowed $3,443,708.35 and was very 
doubtful about $712,870.58 more. 

A typical example of what I think are at least questionable claims 
by one of these companies was a charge made by Drexel & Co., of 
Philadelphia, Pa., of a $1,170,000 fee (or 42¥.! per cent) for transfer
ring stock of the Susquehanna Power Co., amounting to $2,741,500, ~o 

the Philadelphia Electric Co. The Conowingo Co., I am told, also 
imitated the Clarion River Co., already mentioned, in placing obstacles 
in the way of the commissi.on's accountants, so that the. prelicense 
cost of the Conowingo project has never been established. 

Drew Pearson, the Washington correspondent of the Baltimore Sun, 
called attention to the case of the Lexington Water Co., at Saluda, 
S. C. The commission's accountants found that a fee of $700,000 
was paid to the W. S. Barstow Association for engineering work. The 
Barstow Association, however, is the holding company for the Lexing
ton Water Power Co., and the accountants' report says the association is 
to be reimbursed for any amounts actually expended by it in connection 
with the work. In other words, the fee of $700,000 is chiefly for the 
services of the executive officers. 

Many other cases of alleged overvaluation could be mentioned. There 
is an evident necessity for putting more teeth into the Federal water 
power act. This can only be done by giving some independence to the 
commission, and by giving the commission power to appoint a suitable 
nnd adequate accountancy force. 

What the Federal Power Commission needs first of all is three full
time competent commissioners. The present members are out-and-out 
figureheads. With all due respect to them, Congress might just as well 
have put the King of England, 1\fussolini, and Albert Einstein on the 
commission as far as any spontaneous, decisive action originating with 
the commissioners is concerned. Nor is this statement made to cast 
any reflection on the ability or integrity of the respective Secretaries of 
War, Interior, and Agriculture; I am simply making the point that these 
officials have more than they can do in their own departments. Piling 
more work on them sol-res problems no better than if Congress tried to 
solve them itself in the first instance. 

My bill provides for the appointment by the President for a period 
of seven years of thTee commissioners, two gettin,g salaries of $10,000 a 
year· and the chairma.n receiving $12,500. 
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Next, the commission plainly needs a strong and trained accounting 
force to prevent the padding oJ capital accounts, already mentioned. 
My bill provides that there shall be set up by the commissioners an expert 
accountancy service to conduct the necessary audits of the books of the · 
licensees of projects under the jurisdiction of the commission. 

It also provides that the commission shall have the right to biTe the 
necessary. technical and clerical personnel, so as to fulfill and carry out 
the purposes of the Federal water power act and to safeguard the rights 
of the public in the granting of licenses. 

Last, but not least of the crying needs of the present commission, is 
an adequate legal department. 

Due to the inactivity of the commissionf'rs themselves, a lion's share 
of the work has in the past fallen on shoulders of the former commis
sion's counsel, l\faj. C. W. Call, and the present solicitor, l\fr. Charles A. 
Russell. Both of these officials have, no doubt, worked long and faith
fully to combat the ever·increasing resistance of the power companies. 
But fighting the power companies under the. present set-up is like 
attempting to kill a tiger with a penknife. 

Much important litigation now pending may be decided upon the 
ability ot the legal counsel for both sides to assemble and present facts 
in proper order. 

For instance, despite the fact that the present - a~t pt·ovldes for . 
punishment for false statements of valuation of . property for. rate
making purposes, nevertheless, I know of no case where the pena.lties 
prescribed in the act have been invoked. The:-e is even provision in the 
present act fot· injunction and other penalties for noncompliance with 
the terms of the act ; yet these penalties have never been invoked. . This ; 
is solely due to the fact that great pressure is brought to bear on the ' 
Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to pt·event them from 
doing their duty as water-power commissioners; a type of pressure made 
all the more potent because of the arduous duties that these men have 
in presiding over their own departments. They must of necessity leave 
their work as commissioners to be done by others. Their actual per
sonal supervision over water-power sites, dams, and reservoirs becomrs 
practically nil. 

To giv~ special r elief to the legal department I am going to amend 
my bill to provide : .. 

That the commissi<:ln may employ such attorneys as it finds necessary 
for proper legal aid and services of the commission or its members in 
the conduct of its work or for proper representation of the public inter
est in investigations made· by it on cases or proceedings pending be!'ore 
it, w~ether at the commission's own ins~ance or upon c.amplaint, or . to 
appeat: for and represent the commission in ariy case in the courts, and 

· the expense of such employment shall be paid out of the appropriation 
for the commission. 

I think this measure is entitled to the support of all those who be
lieve in r eal scientific commission regulation. I feel that the present 
criticism of commissions is in part due to defects in the formation of 
these commissions, and that the present Federal Power Commission is 
an outstanding example of a commission deficiently formed. 

If commissions were so constructed as to bear out the fundamental 
theory of their existence----to wit, fact-finding tribunals of trained ex
perts-there would be no need for commissions to investigate other 
commissions; furthermore, I believe that under such conditions there 
would be fewer nominal commissions, more real commissions, and less 
criticism of commissions. 

THE TARIFF 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the consideration 
of the tariff bill. The Clerk will report the next amendment in 
disagreement. . 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 364. Page 119, insert a new paragraph, as follows: 
" PAB. 394. (a) Silver-bearing ores and mattes of all kinds, 30 cents 

per ounce on the silver contained therein: Provided, That on all im
portations of silver-bearing ores and mattes of all kinds the duties shall 
be estimated at the port of entry and a bond given in double the amount 
of such estimated duties for the transportation of the ores or ma.ttes 
by common carriers bonded for the transportation of appraised or un
appraised merchandise to properly equipped sampling or smelting estab
lishments, whether designated as bonded warehouses or otherwise. On 
the arrival of the ores or mattes at such establishments they shall be · 
sampled according to commercial methods under the supervision of 
Government officers, who shall be stationed at such establishments, and 
who shall submit the samples thus obtained to a Government assayer, 
designated by the Secretary of the Treasm·y, who shall make a proper 
assay of the sample and report the result to the proper customs officers, 
and the import entries shall be liquidated thereon. And the Secreta.ry 
of the Treasury is authorized to make all necessary regulations to 
enforce the provisions of this subparagraph. 

"(b) Silver bullion or base bullion, silver dross, reclaimed silver, scr~p 
silver, all alloys or combinations containing more than 5 ounces of 
silver per ton, not specially provided for, 30 cents per ounce on the silver 

' 
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contained therein: Provided, Tbat this subparagraph shall not apply to 
minted coins of the United States, or circulating minted coins of a for
eign government in the possession of an individual not in excess of $100 
1n exchange value. 

"(c) Silver-bearing ores, mattes, base bullion, silve.r dross, reclaimed 
s1lver, scrap silver, and all alloys or combinations of silver imported into 
the United States for the purpose of processing, refining, or minting for 
export to a foreign country and· not for use, sale, or disposition within 
the United States or any of its possessions, may be imported for such 
purpose free of duty upon the execution of a bond given in double the 
amount of the estimated duties that would be charged upon such silver 
contents so imported if for use, sale, or disposition in the United States, 
conditioned that such silver contents wHI not be used, sold, or otherwise 
disposed of in the United States prior to export therefrom, and upon 
further compliance with such regulations and guaranties as the Secre
tary of the Treasury may by regulations require." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
amendments Nos. 364, 885, 903, 904, 1004, and 1006, all relating 
to silver, be considered at the same time for both debate and 
vote. 

The SPEJAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 

which I do not intend to do, how is the time on this to be 
allotted? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Thirty minutes will be yielded to the gentle
man from Mississippi, and 30 minutes will be used on this side. 

Mr. COLLIER. I have promised half of my time to gentle
men on the other side. I have been very liberal to them be
cause I think those gentlemen represent views with which I am 
not in sympathy. I understand the chairman of the committee 
is not in sympathy with the Senate amendments, and r am in 
hearty sympathy with the chairman on that and shall vote 
with him. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I shall divide the time on this side equally 
between those for and against the amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unanimous 
consent that aJJ the amendments relating to the subject of 
silver be considered together for the purposes of debate and for 
the purpose of vote. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The other amendments are as follows : 
Amendment No. 885, page 265, line 9, strike out the words "or 

silver." 
Amendment No. 903, page 268, line 6, strike out the word " silver." 
Amendment No. 904, page 268, line 7, strike out the period, insert a 

semicolon, and the words "silver coins dutiable under subparagraph (b) 
of paragraph 394." 

Amendment No. 1004, page 279, line 16, strike out the comma and 
the word "sil'ver,". 

Amendment No. 1006, page 279, line 18, strike out the words "and 
silver." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist upon its disagreement to these Senate amendments. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that the 
House further insist upon its disagreement to the Senate amend
ments, and the gentleman from Nevada moves that the House 
recede and concur in the Senate amendments. Both motions will 
be considered as pending. 

Mr. IIA WLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Senate proposes to impose 
a duty of 30 cents a troy ounce on silver imported into this 
country. The majority members of the House conferees, and I 
understand one of the minority members, oppose the amend
ment as not practicable. Briefly I shall state the reasons. We 
import into the United States, on a 5-year average, 107,000,000 
ounces of silver yearly, chiefly from Mexico, coming in to be 
smelted and refined and part of it to be coined, but it will all 
be exported. We produce in this country, of new silver, some 
4,000,000 ounces. 

We get from scrap and recovered silver over 9,700,000 ounces 
more, making a total annual production on 5-year averages of 
about 74,000,000 ounces. We export 34,000,000 ounces of our 
own production. Consequently we leave in this country for use 
in the art and sciences and for coinage approximately 40,000,000 
ounces of silver. We export 141,000,000 ounces. If this duty is 
impo ·ed, under the drawback system it will be brought into 
this country, smelted, refined, and exported, retaining in the 
Treasury only 1 per cent of the duty. Consequently the silver 
will continue to come in and be smelted and be exported. It 
has been argued in behalf of the duty that if this duty be im
po ed and enforced the smelters of tbis country would not be 
employed in smelting this imported silver, and, therefore, there 
would be more opportunity for smelting our own ore; but that 
is not ~ ta~jff problem. .U~der _the situation, ~ot discussing at 

this time the economic factors further than I have, your con
ferees can not find in this a justification for the imposition of a 
duty of 30 cents per ounce on imported silver. 

I reserve the balance of my time and yield four minutes to 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. CoLTON]. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, mining is one of the basic indus
tries of this country. It has contributed and is now contribut
ing very greatly to the material prosperity of our country. Min· 
ing as an industry is languishing, particularly silver mining. 
If there is anything the Government can do to help this great 
industry it should not hesitate to do it. 

Personally I want to be perfectly frank in saying that the 
levying of a duty on silver of 30 cents an ounce is perhaps 
more or less of an experiment. But this country is committed 
to the principle of a protective tariff. It must be considered 
as a policy, and therefore if an industry is languishing and if it 
has met and is meeting with keen and detrimental competion from 
other countries, this country is justified in adopting the policy 
of protection for that industry. That is the exact situation 
with reference to silver. We have not hesitated to place other 
commodities on a protective basis, even though we are producing 
an exportable surplus. 

In addition to the general mining industry being in a lan
guishing condition at the present time, silver especially is faced 
with a serious problem. Great Britain is forcing India to a 
gold-standard basis. Silver has been the accepted coin and 
medium of exchange in India since the dawn of civilization. 
But now Great Britain is forcing a situation over there which 
not only demonetizes silver but which forces it from that 
country. It is destroying silver and dumping it upon our 
market. Whenever a rupee or any other silver coin finds its 
way into a bank in India it is melted and sent out of the 
country, so that the policy of dumping foreign silver upon our 
market bas created an acute situation which this country must 
face. The problem is before us for solution. Something must 
be done. 

In 1928, 55,000,000 ounces of silver were dumped on the mar
kets of the world i.n this way by the British Government. . Sil
ver is being taken out of circulation in India. It has been 
argued that if a tariff rate is placed upon silver it will increase 
the price to the consumer. It is said the manufacturer will 
have to pay more, and consequently will pass it on to the 
consumer. Let us discuss the facts for a moment in connection 
with this statement. In 1922 we placed a duty of 60 per cent 
ad valorem upon manufactured silver articles coming into this 
country. This bill impo es a duty of 65 per cent ad valorem 
on manufactured silver articles. This means an increa .. e of 5. 

In 1922 silver was worth about 75 cents an ounce. Now it 
is worth about 42 cents. If the tariff is 100 per cent effective, 
the cost of silver to the manufacturer would be le s than in 
1922. During this period of decline has the price of manufac
tured articles had a -corresponding decline? We all know it 
has not. 

The SPEAKER. Tbe time of the gentleman from Utah has 
expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute to the 
gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has not the power to grant 
time. The time is in the control of the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. HAWLEY]. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I stated yesterday, I think, that I would 
divide the time. I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. COLLIER. I thought the gentleman got time from that 
side, and the same here. I wanted to yield one minute to the 
gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. COLTON. Thank you; I appreciate it. With an in
creased protection for the producer there would be none of the 
extra cost passed on to the purchaser. Besides, you will realize 
that the difference between the cost of production in this country 
and abroad is very great. 

Where the miners of the southern republics are receiving from 
$1.21 to $1.60 per day in the mines, our men are receiving from 
$4.50 to $5 a day for the same labor. In fact, the mining indus
try has always paid its labor good wages. It is one of the best 
wage-paying industries in the country. [Applause.] With the 
difference between the cost of production here and in other coun
tries, we can not keep up the high wage scale in the mining 
industry unless we receive help from some source. We therefore 
appeal to-day for an adequate tariff for this great industry. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FRE...~CH]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho is recognized for 
four minutes. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker and Members of the Hou e, in 
~.9ur minutes it is possible merely to sketch the justification for 
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the Senate amendment placing a duty of 30 cents per ounce on 
the silver contained in silver-bearing ores and mattes imported 
into the United States from foreign countries. 

The justification of a protective tariff is that the producers 
within om country may be safeguarded against cheap labor and 
cheap conditions of prod-uction in foreign countries. This is 
true whether a tariff be imposed upon an article wherein we 
produce less than we consume or upon an article wherein we 
produce more than we consume and as to which the tariff serves 
the purpose of stabilizing the market to some extent and serving 
as an automatic safeguard in event production within the United 
States shall drop below the line of consumption. 

The total amount of silver, measured in ounces, produced in 
the world runs from 242,000,000 ounces in 1925 to about 
260,000,000 ounces in 1929. 

Of this amount the United States, during the last five years, 
has produced approximately fifty-eight to fifty-nine million 
ounces. Mexico bas produced during that same time from 
ninety-three to one hundred million ounces per year; Canada 
from twenty to twenty-three millions; Peru, an average of 
21,000,000 ounces annually. 

The United States during that period has imported from one 
hundred to one hundred and twenty million ounces annually, 
with a value of approximately $59,000,000. 

Mr. BARBOUR. 1\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 
1\Ir. FRENCH. Yes. 
1\Ir. BARBOUR. There is no question about our ability to 

fill our own requirements? 
Mr. FRENCH. No. But we are asked to compete with a 

wage scale that in the country from which we import most of 
our silver is about one-fourth of the wage scale for the United 
States. Last night's papers carried a dispatch from Arizona to 
the effect that the wages of metalliferous miners had been re
duced to $4.84 per day from a slightly higher rate. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. 
1\Ir. CLARKE of New York. Was not that reduction due to a 

reduction in the price of copper? 
Mr. FRENCH. Yes, immediately; but silver in most places 

in the United States is produced in mines where lead and cop
per are produced. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. In other words, it is a by
product? 

Mr. FRENCH. Yes ; it is produced largely in the operation 
of mines where the greatest values are in lead and copper. 

The labor reports indicate that, generally speaking, in the 
United States miners engaged in metalliferous mining are paid 
not far from the figure that I have recited. 

Turn to Mexico, the wages paid are from 71 cents to $1.21 
per day and the hours of labor are as much as 10. 

The bare recital of the facts is the greatest argument that 
can be made in support of an adequate duty · upon silver im
ported into the United States from foreign countries where cheap 
labor prevails and where the scale of living is far below the 
standards of living of our American workmen. 

I am for the amendment. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\fr. FRENCH. I yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Has our production been increasing or de

creasing in recent years? 
Mr. FRENCH. For the last five years it has remained ap

proximately the same. I have the figures. In 1925 we produced 
61,000,000 ounces. In 192B we produced 60,000,000 ounces, ap
proximately the same. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Idaho has 
expil·ed. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-· 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. MoREHEAD]. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. 1\ir. Speaker and Members of the House, a 
tariff bill always reminds me of the good merchant who dis
covered a transient donning one of his coats without settling for 
it and trying to escape. The merchant followed him to the door, 
crying, "Stop thief." When he got outside the policeman was 
ready to use his .44 Colt on him, and the merchant said to the 
policeman, " Shoot him in the pants, the coat is mine." 

Small industry placed in a State and only affecting a local 
community has changed the votes of the entire delegation of the 
State on tariff schedules that are detrimental to a large per 
cent of the people of the United States. This is what I call 
politics and logrolling. 

In the few minutes allotted to me I can make but a few re... 
marks. Political parties writing tariff bills, their principal 
argument is to protect the American standards of living of 
the laborers. In my own estimation at least, I am second to 
none in support of legislation that will be of benefit to the av~-

age American citizen. Most of the contentions have at least 
some merit, if not some justification. 

One schedule which tl1e Senate sent to conference pertained 
to the importation of carillon bells which are not manufactured 
in the United States. The Senate recommended them duty free 
to all religious organizations-no religious organization ex
cepted. Its benefits would affect eYery section of the United 
States without encroachment upon any selfish or private in
teres ts, and as I have been reliably informed, was favorably 
accepted as the Senate had reported it by three-fourths of the 
conference committee and yet they allowed one member to have 
his way in preventing the importation of duty free. 

These chimes are a great addition to our present state of 
civilization and will become more and more in demand and I 
can see no good reason that can be advanced for a high duty to be 
placed on this particular ·commodity and thereby deprive many 
religions organizations from acquiring something so beneficial 
to all the people in every section of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to insert some cor
respondence and a resolution from one of my home churches 
that makes an appeal to me that is well justified as far as the 
matter of these chimes being brought into this cotmtry is con
cerned. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MoRE
HEAD] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks by print- · 
ing the letter and resolution. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The letter and resolution are as follows: 

FIRST PLYl\IOUTH CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH, 
Lincoln, Nebr., April 29, 1930. 

MY DEAR FRIEND: Tlle First Plymouth Congregational Church of 
Lincoln, Nebr., is seeking to buy a carillon of 35 bells from England 
and to import it free from tariff duty. 

The United States Senate unanimously passed bill S. 1777 exempting 
all churches and educational carillons from paying that tariff duty. 
We feel that was just. 

The House of Representatives, however, in its tariff bill, proposes a 
duty of 20 per cent. That bill is now in conference where the issue 
will be settled whether the churches and educational institutions are 
to pay 20 per ceut duty or r eceive their carillons duty free. 

We ask you to support the plea of the church for free carillons. The 
carillon is distinctly and peculiarly a religious instrument. It bas 
always bung in the towers Of cathedrals and churches fOl' centuries. 
It is not a commercial instrument in any sense. Whenever these bells 
play their music is for the entire community. It is a community 
service to all men. Why should the church, in this, its work for 
society, be so heavily taxed? 

Special legislative exemptions have been granted individual churches 
with enough influence to secure r elief. But we ask you to pass legis
lation that embraces all creeds, all religions, all a1ike. 

Sincere!y, 
REV. BEN F. WYLAND. 

APRIL 26, 1930. 
Be it resolv ed by the State Conference of the Congregational Churches 

of Neb1·aska, now i11 session at Lincoln, Nebr., That the action of the 
Senate conferees in r eceding from the exemption of church and educa
tional carillons from tariff duty is uncalled for. 

Furthermore, the exemption from tariff duty of four church cru·illons 
by the United States Senate was a favoritism only recently rectified by 
the adoption of an amendment exempting all churches and educational 
carillons. 

We, therefore, protest the return of the United States conferees from a 
position that gave relief to all churches to that inexcusable position 
of exemption held by a favorite few; be it also 

Resolv ed, '.rhat we likewise seek the as ·istance of Nebraska Senators 
and Representatives in righting this wrong. 

Rev. CHARLES R. LICHTE, Moderator. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. LANKFORD]. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. l\1r. Speaker, before voting on 
this measure I hope each Member of the House will give this 
matter his most careful consideration. 

The silver mines and miners of our country are in a most 
deplorable condition. Metal that for all time has been con
sidered a precious metal is now so cheap that it is simply a 
commodity like copper, brass, or wheat, and, strange as it may 
seem, is so plentiful and cheap on account of large foreign im-~ 
portations that we can not operate our mines paying the United 
States scale of wages with a profit. 

The following statistics are most significant: 
The United States production of silver has decreased 10 per 

cent in the last 10 years, although our supply is abundant. 
The price of silver in ·the United States has fallen from 61 

cents per ounce in 1913 to 40 cents to-day, and every indication 
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is that it will go still lower. The situation has changed very 
rapidly for the worse in the last year, due .to the fact that 
Great Britain has demonetized silver in India and she is melting 
up all silver coins and dumping it on the market in great quan
tities-55,000,000 ounces last year. She has also imposed a 10 
per cent duty to keep it from coming back. China is in a 
desperate condition on account of the fall in value and is asking 
the powers to allow her to place an embargo on it. We are the 
great silver market. It will be years before another tariff 
bill will be written, and our mines will be closed in all prob
ability before we can help them. 

Many of our silver mines have been closed within the last 
six months. 

The United States scale of wages is 4.79. Mexico sends us the 
greatest supply, and the average wage scale there is 1.21. 

Farm commodities have increased, since 1913, in value 35lh 
per cent. Silver has dropped in that time 33% per cent. 

I am not impressed with the objection of the silver manu
facturers to this 30 cents per ounce protection, when they re
ceive 65 per cent protection ad valorem. 

We produce 58,000,000 ounces. We import 114,000,000. It is 
now a commodity. The tariff of 30 cents is sound and logical, 
both from a revenue measure, and absolutely necessary from a 
protection standpoint, if we are to save the thousands of silver 
miners from disaster. [Applause.] 

Mr. HA. WLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 1\f.A.RTrN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means has sounded the true note in the proposal 
for a 30-cent duty on silver when he says it should be rejected 
because it has no place in a tariff bill. 

Tariff duties are imposed and justifie when they prevent 
foreign goods being dumped into this country to the demoraliza
tion of home industries. There is no such issue here. There 
is no silver ore being imported into this country for home con
sumption. The ore which figures in our imports comes to the 
smelters fi·om Canada and Mexico and is immediately reshipped 
out of the country. That would continue even if the duty 
went into effect, and under the drawback clause it would yield 
the Government little revenue, as only a nominal charge is malle 
where the ore comes in unde.r bond and can be identified when 
reshipped. 

The bogey of silver imports from India has been raised. 
There is nothing to justify any such contention. 

Go back as far as 1924 and the records of the Department 
of Commerce will not show any Indian imports. But the rec
ords will show that in that period we have exported 320,500,000 
ounces to India. India imported in 1928, 89,000,000 ounces, and 
81,000,000 last year, and it is still importing silver. If no sil
ver ore is being imported into the country and we are exporting 
two-thirds of all the ore taken out of the earth in the United 
States, why a duty? That is a question which every disinter
ested person might well ask and the answer is plain as the 
noonday sun. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield for a brief ques
tion? 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I understand silver is a by-product of the 

copper mines. That being true, will not this increased price 
inure to the benefit of the large copper interests? 

1\Ir. MARTIN. The gentleman is correct. Silver is a by
product of copper and that is the reason why there is constantly 
an overproduction in silver. 

Those -who are back of this tax on the American public are 
really attempting a vicious effort at price-fixing. And they 
want the American Congress to be a party to this raid upon the 
A.merican people. They propose to dump two-thirds of the 
silver ore produced in this country abroad, and then through 
manipulation of the balance, lift the price of ore in America 
to 70 cents an ounce. In only this way can the duty be made 
effective. 

If the Member of another branch of Congress who launched 
this raid upon the American people was really anxious to help 
his silver miners, I wonder why he did not provide compensatory 
duties for ·the great silverware industry, which is a valuable 
customer of the American miners. Tbat has been the policy 
of tariff legislation not only in this bill but in every other bill, 
to give the manufacturer a compensatory duty where a levy has 
been made upon his raw material. In no other way could we 
have proper protection. 

As a result of the oversight on the part of the Senator who 
proposed this duty, he really is adopting a policy which would 
give his own miners less work instead of more employment. 

If the silverware industry is not given proper protection, and 
it will not be if this duty is established, the American markets 
will be turned over to the silversmiths of England, Germany, 
~nd Belgiuni. · 

Does the Senator or anyone else believe for a moment the 
silver ore would be bought from an American mine? The idea 
is too ridiculous for consideration for a moment. 

Furthermore, if a high artificial price is created, it will be the 
means of compelling people to buy more goods of silver plate or 
substituting pewter, which would mean a lessened demand for 
silver. 

The value of this industry, with its skilled workmen, to the 
country can not be underestimated, particularly as a part of any 
plan for industrial preparedness in event of war. When the 
World War broke out these great plants were readily converted 
to the manufacture of necessary ordnance. They became bee
hives of industry in turning out articles needed to pro ecute the 
war. I may well ask why they should now be unfairly treated. 

The Senator who inspires this proposed duty says he doubted 
whether it would do his miners any good. I am sure it would 
not. 

In fact, I am sure he would be doing a real harm to the men 
he wishes to help. And I know it would be inflicting an unneces
sary burden upon a great industry which extends into a dozen 
of the larger States of the Union. 

The silver market is suffering from overproduction, like many 
other industries in the country. The only way to help the in
dustry is to find some way to increase consumption. The pro
posal before us would be a step in the other direction and would 
merely add greater confusion. 

With these facts before us, I trust the House will refuse to 
become a party to this uneconomic and price-fixing raid upon 
the American public and will reject the proposed duty, which, 
as Chairman HAWLEY has aptly stated, has no place in a tariff 
bill. 

As an injustice to thousands of men and women engaged in 
the manufacture of silverware products, I register a protest 
against this duty without compensatory rates to protect the 
American workmen from a lower foreign wage scale. I protest 
the duty in behalf of thousands of retail jewelers, whose busi
ness will be affected; I protest it in the name of the silver 
miners, who I would save from the folly of their friends; I 
protest it in behalf of the moving-picture industry, which would 
be assessed several million dollars; and finally I protest the duty 
in the name of the American public, which will be called upon 
to pay unnecessarily millions of dollars in tribute to political 
buncombe. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield six minutes to the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. EATON]. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, to make a case for silver in six minutes might be im
possible, but I do not think so. I noticed that one man from . 
Nebraska used his voice here to-day in mentioning silver, but 
the shades of Bryan are not here. I do not know why. 

Now, what is it the mountains have done that you want to 
make a stepchild of silver? The gentleman from Massachusetts 
talks about a vicious attempt at price fixing. Of all the com
modities covered by this tariff not one is the subject of such 
vicious price firing as silver is to-day. Not one can have the 
benefit of the tariff as silver can have if that price fixing is 
interfered with, if only by a tariff. 

The propaganda against a tariff on silver is all set forth in 
circulars, letters, a brief, and a copy ot an editorial from the 
Engineering and Mining Journal of April 7, 1930, all sent to 
each Member of Congress by the Jewelers' Vigilance Commit
tee. The editorial has been characterized in the Senate as 
having been published in a one-time reputable magazine which 
is now owned and published by a publishing company engaged 

. in lobbying for special interests of this country and publishing 
11 publications with various names, using the words" Electrical," 
"Power," "Railway," "Bus," "Radio," "Food," "Textile," and 
others. The brief appears to have been written by lawyers, and 
is submitted over the printed name of the chairman of the Jew
elers' Vigilance Committee, who protest on behalf of manufac
turers of silverware and other silver products. 

No one complained until the last speaker spoke about the 
question of a compensatory duty for articles manufactured 
from silver. You all know that a change was made in this 
rate. Whether compensatory or not was not mentioned in any 
of the propaganda received up to this moment. 

An answer to tbe eight arguments and conclusion of the brief 
will cover all points made in all of tbe propaganda submitted. 
Not one statement in the several subjects or conclusion is a 
logical conclusion from any authentic or proven facts. On the 
contrary, every one is based on inference, invention, and 
imagination. 

Not one proposition submitted ought to be considered seri
ously by any person who has even an iota of belief in any kind 
of a tariff, whether it be for protection of an industry or merely 
fo~ th~ purpose of ~ai~ing revenue. 
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If there is any justification for a tariff on wheat, iron, or 

cotton then there is even more justification for a tariff on 
silver.' The production of each of these commodities has many 
parallel elements. In each there is an exportable surplus pro
duced each year. In each, the producers find themselves this 
year in a worse financial position. In each the price is fixed 
by some foreign trader or group of traders, upon costs of pro
duction under working conditions and wage scales that are not 
tolerated in this country. 

Some may say that a tariff upon wheat will make every loaf 
of bread cost more money ; that a tariff upon cotton will make 
every piece of cotton cloth cost more; that a tariff upon silver 
will make every silver teapot cost more. But practically 
speaking, the individual cost is so small and the result~g 
benefit to the producer is so justifiable, that you stop figurmg 
the fractions of a cent to the consumer and put on to wheat 
and cotton every penny the markets will stand, and then provide 
a further flexible provision so that the rates may be carried 
up or down as required by the world trade. Remember that 
this complaint is not by the consumers, but by the jewelers. 

In one respect silver is more at the mercy of foreign manipu
lation of price than either wheat or cotton or iron. 

Within the past month the Department of Commerce has 
completed its investigation of silver and has printed its mono
graph under the title of "The Price of Silver," and from that 
authoritative source you can confirm the statements I am about 
to make to you. The price of silver is fixed every day by four 
brokers in London, who meet every business day at 2 p. m. and 
compare their orders in hand for purchase and sale -and alter 
the previous day's price enough to move the largest amount 
of silver necessitated by that day's demand and supply. The 
only interest these brokers have is the commission which each 
makes upon the transactions of the day. They are not con
cerned with the cost of production or transportation. They also 
do business in options or futures, basing the price on local 
stocks, market outlook, and similar factors. The commission 
upon each transaction is divided, one-half gQing to the broker 
for the seller and the other half going to the broker for the 
buyer. The entire commission is paid by the buyer, and the 
seller takes for his product whatever the commission man 
pays him. 

The silver market is an absolute closed monopoly as it is now 
conducted, controlled by these four brokers in London. 

Every day, after the London price is announced, an "official " 
price is stated or posted by just one firm in New York City, 
based upon this London price. This is late in the afternoon 
and covers the day's transactions. This " official " price is, in 
fact, but a basis for actual commercial transactions. These 
are made at a "market" price always higher than the'' official" 
price, varying from three-sixteenths of a ·cent to 6 cents at 
different times. But the "official" price is the one used by the 
smelters as the settlement basis for · payment for the silver 
content of ores to the producers. 

This " official " price is lower than the London price on which 
it is based. The New YQrk broker will tell you that this is due 
to the fact that the silver purchased from the producer is still in 
the ore and will not be available for delivery in refined form for 
some time. But it is frequently said by silver producers that 
this differential, which is not constant, is an arbitrary exercise 
of the monopolistic control of this New York broker, who names 
the price and sets his own profit day by day. True, they also 
charge, at times, that the smelters have something to do with 
the " official " price, but you will find in the pamphlet, The 
Price of Silver, on page 20, that the price of silver as named 
by the New York broker is the price at London plus the theoreti
cal cost of transporting to the United States silver purchased in 
London. 

That is the theory. But what is the fact? For the purpose of 
this answer I will take the figures submitted by the Jewelers' 
Vigilance Committee. They state that the annual exportable 
surplus of silver produced in the United States averages 30,-
000,000 ounces. And that the United States imports an average 
of 115,000,000 ounces more. This makes a New York market of 
145,000,000 ounces of silver right there in New York, ready for 
export, every ounce of which is paid for on the basis or theory 
that it is in London and must be transported to the United 
States, with all the additional cost of transportation, insurance, 
handling, interest, and other charges. But it is not. It is 
actually in New York. 

Let me say to those of you who have complained about the 
"Pittsburgh plus" prices that here you have a monopolistic 
controlled price which suffers no discount, no equalization of 
freight to common points, or any other excuse or subterfuge to 
confound you in figming for yourself the reason why the silver 
producer claims this situation is unfair, and -is violative of 
every rule or theory of econqmics, fair trade, or decent business. 

Is it abetted by the smelting monopoly? The silver producer 
thinks it is. No industry in this country has more successfully 
curtailed production to control its markets than the smelting 
monopoly. Go out into any Western State and see the dis
mantled smelters. In my State I can see the ruins of the 7 
largest smelters in the State--3 in Denver, 3 in Pueblo, 1 at 
Salida. There are only two operating smelters in Colorado 
to-day and they are of very limited capacity. The representa-· 
tives from the other silver States may tell you their own stories 
of the dismantling of smelting plants. 

There is no information I can get in the departments here or 
in the encyclopedias showing that there is any commodity in 
the world on which the price is fixed like it is on silver. 

The question is asked : 
As we export 30,000,0.00 ounces of silver in excess of our import of 

115,000,000 ounces-that is, as we export all of our imports and 
practically half of our domestic production and recovery-how will a 
tariff be of any benefit to the silver producer? 

The Jewelers' Vigilance Committee scoff at the comments 
made in the Senate upon this question and the answers made 
to it, but I say to you that the man who can find any relief 
for the farmer of wheat and cotton in any tariff rate will find 
in a tariff for silver a beginning for an adjustment of the 
present conditions which have caused the silver production of 
this country to fall down from 73,300,000 ounces in 1923 to 
58,400,000 ounces in 1928. No wonder the jewelers say that 
silver bas become simply a by-product of lead and copper. 

No wonder that the miners in Colorado have decreased from 
23,000 in 1913 to 8,000 in 1928. And while the number of wage 
earners have decreased, every element of cost has increased. 
In 1913 there were 993 mines reporting their output in Colorado. 
In 1928 there were only 352, of which 134 reported silver as one 
of the minerals mined. Again I say the other silver States can 
furnish like information of the closing of mines producing silver 
if there is time for them to be heard. 

In 1913 we had to pay from $3 to $4.50 per day as miner's 
wages. Now we pay from $4.50 to $6 per day. Powder cost 
then 12 cents per pound delivered at a mine; to-day it costs 
18% cents per pound at the mine. Transportation has increased 
over 50 per cent, and the cost of boarding the miners has 
increased 60 per cent. 

What is the reason that causes so much silver importation 
into New York and exportations out of there? You all know 
the answer-it is the lower cost of production where the living 
conditions and wage scale of every miner engaged in silver pro
duction outside of the United States is so much below the 
American standard-the cheap labor of Mexicans where the 
ave,rage wages for miners is less than $1.25 per day, and the 
day is generally not less than 10 hours. (See CoNGRESSIONAl 
RECORD, p. 5610.) 

Is not one of the elements entering into a tariff rate the 
placing of a sufficient amount in the duty to cover the difference 
between the cost of living conditions and wage standards be
tween our people and the working men of foreign countries? 
And where such conditions exist as you all know exist in silver
producing countries like Mexico; why should any Member of 
this House hesitate about voting for a tariff on silver? 

Some one says that a tariff on silver will result in reducing 
the requirements for the existing smelters of the United States. 
The answer is that if the smelter capacity used for the imported 
ores were available for ores produced in the United States, the 
production of our own ores would be encouraged, and the 
imnorted silver would then be produced here, furnishing employ
ment for thousands of miners, and actually not reducing the 
employment in the smelters a single man. 

Another says perhaps the smelting monopoly will close more 
smelters. I have no answer to that except to say that they are 
in the business of smelting ores, •and will continue to run -the 
existing smelters just as long as they can make a profit out of 
them, and no one has yet said that the smelting monopoly is 
intending to reduce either its charges or its dividends. 

The same monopoly which produces the silver in Mexico han
dles the refining in the United States, and the smelting is done 
there. The gentleman here asked if putting a tariff upon silver 
would not help the copper industry. Maybe incidentally, yes; 
but it is the real silver production from silver mines, not as a 
by-product of other ores that has been stopped. The jewelers 
say, and their statement is true, that silver that is now being 
produced is practically a by-product, but the reason is because 
the market for our own silver has been stopped by the importa
tion by Americans, using American money for their investments 
in Mexico and bringing the silver back to El Paso and Perth 
Amboy and there holding the silver and sending it into the com
merce of the world. The United States controls the largest 
amount of the export silver business, but our own production is 
also a part of our silver requtrements. · 
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l\1r. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\lr. EATON of Colorado. Yes. 
1\fr. STAFFORD. Then the increa ed price of silver, if there 

is going to be any increased price, will redound to the benefit 
of the copper interests, so far as silver is a by-product thereof. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. The total amount in money would 
be, possibly, a few million dollars spread over the entire indus
try, which would be infinitesimal, on a percentage basis. 

1\lr. CLARKE of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. EATON of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. The gentleman does not mean 

to say that the price of silver has anything to do with the 
wages of the miners in the West? 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. No; what I say is the reason the 
refining only is done in this country, while the reason the min
ing of silver is encouraged in Mexico, is because of the wages 
paid there. 

1\fr. CLARKE of New York. The wages paid the miners 
is by agreement, upon a sliding scale depending upon the price 
of copper taken from the quotations appearing in the Mining 
and Engineering Journal, and the price of silver has nothing to 
do with it. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. We are not talking about the 
same thing at all. I am talking about the difference in the 
cost of actual production of silver from silver mines as silver, 
and not about the difference whether it comes with copper, lead, 
or zinc. 

Mr. ARENTZ. That misstatement of the gentleman should 
not be allowed to pass unchallenged. The wages paid to ruiners 
in Utah, Nevada, and every other place in . the West depend 
upon the price of silver, lead, and zinc, and the low price of 
silver at the present time has sent down the wages paid in Utah 
50 cents per man per day. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Answering categorically the argu
ments of the Jewelers' Vigilance Committee: 

Jewelers' point 1: "Silver is not a commodity in the accepted 
sense, and a duty thereon involves complications not germane to 
ordinary commodities." 

In April, 1930, William L. Cooper, Director of the Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce of the United States Depart
ment of Commerce, states in his foreword in The Price of 
Silver: 

The following exposition of factors which determine the price of silver 
emphasizes that silver is a commodity. 

On page 5613 of the CoNGRESSIONAL RElOORD you will find other 
authoritative statements to the same unequivocal effect. 

The jewelers' argument on the monetary use of silver is taken 
care of by the very words of the Senate amendment, so I will 
not dwell on that feature. 

Being a commodity and subject to the fluctuations of com
modities, notwithstanding the monopolistic control of the price 
paid to the producer, we ought to regard silver as other com
modities in considering tariff rates upon it. 

Jewelers' point 2: "There is every rea on to believe that the 
proposed measure will yield no revenue whatsoever." 

The jewelers have no present reputation as prophets. They 
are· salesmen and their brief writers, apparently, are lawyers. 
Let us prophesy to-day and merely say, "We will impo e a 
tariff rate." Then, after we have confirmed a 30-cent duty on 
silver, we will make our prophecy an existing fact. and if any 
further steps are necessary in connection with the monopolistic 
control of prices or smelting charges or practices, we may con
sider them at another time. And what is to be desired? A 
revenue where there is no revenue now? Or shall we encourage 
the proouction of silver out of our own mines? 

.Jewelers' point 3: "Even if the proposed measure should yield 
revenue, it will not achieve its avowed purposes, but will operate 
harmfully." 

This is another prophecy.' To support it, the brief writer 
states that its effect will obviously be to increase production. If 
that statement be true, then the exporters will have the burden, 
and the .production end will follow the usual course of supply 
and demand. The prophecy also points out that manufactured 
articles are already cove1·ed by a duty, and whether it is com
pensatory or otherwise will bear just as much analysis and 
comment as many other raw materials and manufactured articles 
which we have heard discussed. 

And if the last prophecy under this argument should become 
a fact in the years to come, is it not better to learn the lesson 
after every governmental aid has been given? Have I not 
heard on this floor complaint that wheat and cotton and steel 
and automobiles and other commodities are exported and sold 
in foreign countries at prices lower than the prices received in 
the United States? 

Jewelers' point 4: "Irrespective of whether or not revenue 
will be obtained, the proposed measm:e is objectionable because 

it will levy a bounty on the consumer in favor of the producer 
without any regard to foreign competition." 

To support this, the prophet states that a tariff on silver will 
result in a monopoly among silver miners so as to boost the 
price to the extent of 30 cents per ounce- The absurdity of any 
charge of monopoly among the silver miners is of the same 
caliber as the charge that the farm relief measures will produce 
a monopoly among the farmers. If it be true that every tariff 
rate will make an increased cost to the consumer, let the ulti
mate purchaser of manufactured silver articles compare his 
present-day prices with the prices paid for his sterling-silver 
teapot when the price of silver was higher and see how much 
difference it has made. 

Jewelers' point 5: "Regardless of its obvious failure to raise 
revenue or afford protection, the proposed measure is objection
able because of its essential inconsistencies." 

Since most of the language commented upon is the exact 
language that is used in the provision which applies to a tariff 
duty on zinc and lead (see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, P- 5610), I 
will not use any further time in discussing this critici m. 

I have not time to discuss the threatened fiood of silver aid 
to be imminent from India and China, but it is a sufficient 
answer to the last paragraphs of this criticism to state that it 
is hoped that a tariff upon silver will in some manner protect 
this country from at least some part of any economic dis
aster if uch exports come into the world's markets. 

Jewelers' point 6: "The proposed measure is fraught wi.th 
innumerable difficulties by way of practical application." 

Here are some of them : (a) the bankers and dealers will 
have to keep separate cost figures of silver and records of im
ports; (b) bond premiums will have to be paid on silver imports 
held in bond ; (c) smuggling will be encouraged. This last sus
picion makes it unnece sary to answer any of the conjectures, 
except, possibly, to comment that these occurred near the end of 
the brief and the writer's imagination was waning. · 

Jewelers' point 7: "The contention of the proponents of the 
measure are unsound and contrary to facts." 

Here they are : • 
Dumping of silver into the United States. 

It is not so contended in the Senate debates, nor do the figures 
so show: 

Shipment of silver coins from India to the United States. 

I have no doubt that the Senators who referred to this had as 
good authority for their affirmation as the brief writer has for 
his negation. The latter cited no authority to support his 
statement. In the Price of Silver the statement is found of 
sales by Ohina. What difference does it make if the silver is 
from China or India?-

The India duty is 9 cents an ounce~ not 10 cents. 

This is splitting a very fine hair. 
Jewelers' point 8: "The proposed measure has received no 

consideration by the House and has elicited apprehension from 
important Members of the Senate." 

Since that statement was true, and ·the matter is now being 
considered, this argument is effectually answered. 

Jewelers' point 9: "The statement is not wan·anted that sil
ver mines shut down, because the production in 1929 was 
3,400,000 ounces more than in 1919." 

According to the figures in The Price of Silver, that statement 
of the brief w1iter is approximately correct, in comparing the 
years 1919 with 1929. And so is the statement that the produc
tion of silver declined from 73,300,000 ounces in 1923, to 58,400,-
000 ounces in 1928, which is a decline of 14,900,000 ounces, or 20 
per cent . 

Jewelers' point 10: "The bill as drafted will shift the world 
market to London." 

There is so much authoritative material available showing 
without any dispute that the world market is at London now, 
and that it is a closed monopoly--

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
has expired. 

1\Ir. EATON of Colorado. 1\Iy time is up, so I stop here and 
ask you to concur in the Senate rate o~ 30 cents as a tariff on 
silver. 

Ur. COLLIER. 1\fr. Speaker, from the time allotted me I 
yield such time as he may desire to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. 1\Ir. Speaker, ladies and gentle
men of the House, there are over 28,000 items in this tariff 
bill. There is only 1 item out of the entire 28,000 that applie 
exclusively to the West and that is this Senate amendment of 
a tariff of 30 cents an ounce on silver. Silver mining is a basic 
industry in the 12 great Western States of this Union. Silver 
to-day is at the lowest price in our history. Silver mining 
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throughout the Rocky Mountain region is at practically a dead 
standstill. The closing down of those mines greatly reduces 
the production of lead, zinc, and copper, that are so vitally 
necessary in our industries. Foreign silver mines are being 
rapidly developed by Government aid and cheap labor. When 
our mines are being worked it benefits our farmers and the 
manufacturers everywhere. A tariff bill which protects manu
facturers and farmers should also protect the silver miner. 
Why should the silver-mining industry be discriminated against? 
A revival of the mining industry throughout the West would 
employ tens of thousands of men and women at good wages 
and enormously benefit the entire country. If American stand
ards of living should be maintained, our silver miners should 
not be required to compete with the lower standards of living in 
other countries. Other countries are shipping-in fact, dump
ing-enormous quantities of silver into this country; and much 
of it is mined by peons who actually get about 30 or 40 cents 
a day. American labor can not and will not compete with that 
kind of work. If protection is a national policy, as both politi
cal parties now say it is, if its benefits are to be extended to all 
industries that need it, if all our people are to be treated fairly 
and alike throughout our country from Plymouth Rock to the 
Golden Gate, then Congress should be consistent and honest and 
grant this relief to the West. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [l\Ir. HILL] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, the silver mines of 
tlle West are idle. They need this protection. They are a unit 
in asking for it. They know the problem better than those 
who are not engaged in the industry. 

Great opportunities await the silver mines of the West if 
given protection adequate to enable them to operate. They are 
profitless if not given protection. 

I can not, in the short space of time allotted me, go into a 
detailed discussion of the merits of the case. I desire, however, 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, by printing 
therein a short letter from E. K. Brown, of Ellensburg, Wash., 
a telegram from the president of the Northwest Mining Asso
ciation, and a telegram from the secretary of that association 
setting out the necessity for this protection. I ask that you 
vote for the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks unan
imous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD in the man
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
.The matter referred to follows : 

Hon. SAM B. HILL, 
Washington, D. 0. 

ELLENSBURG, WASH., A.pril16, 1930. 

MY DEAR JuDGE : The Senate inserted in the pending tariff bill a 
clause imposing a duty of 30 cents per ounce on foreign silver. As 
one deeply interested in the mining resources of the State of Washing
ton, I can not forbear writing you in this matter. I sfncerely trust 
that the duty may remain in the bill and become a law. I don't 
know how you stand on it, but should we be able to secure such a duty 
it would be of tremendous benefit to the entire West. But no part of 
the country would beneft more than your own district. It would enable 
the owners to reopen the old mines at Ruby and Conconully, the Deer 
Trail in Stevens County, and the entire Sheridan district in Ferry and 
Okanogan Counties. The last named is most important, and a real 
asset to the State. The falling price of silver has resulted in shutting 
down these properties, and their resumption would be of high industrial 
importance. 

I sincerely hope that you can see your way clear to work for the 
retention of the Senate provision. 

Very truly yours, E. K. BROWN. 

SPOKANE, WASH., April 19, 1930. 
Hon. 8AM B. HILL, 

House ot Representatives, Washington, D. ().: 
Reply to your letter of 7th has been delayed owing to my absence 

from office. Thank you for your efforts thus far and trust that we 
can rely upon you to use your utmost diligence in fight which has 
developed in House. Owners of silver mines in Mexico and Silversmiths' 
Guil<l are behind opposition to Senate amendment. Unless increased 
demand for silver can be created in United States tariff will be inopera
tive, therefore those responsible for creating additional demand should 
be protected. 

F. CUSHING MOORE. 

SPOKANE, WASH., April !1, 1930. 
Hon. SAM B. HILL, 

House ot Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 
Northwest Mining Association regards silver tariff' essential in plans 

for western quantity manufacture of silverware. Curtailment of lead 
and copper mines with silver by-product cuts domestic surplus, possibly 

making duty immediately effective. Steps for popularization can not be 
taken under threat of boarded silver of Orient being dumped on Ameri
can market. Please use every endeavor to restore silver tariff whicb 
Senate adopted. · 

LEON STARMONT, 

Secretary Northwest Mining Assooiation. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. LEAVITT]. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, the 
question before us now is whether or not we are in favor of 
protecting the producers of a raw material that could be pro
duced in sufficient quantities in the United States, under proper 
protection, to supply the American industries. 

The situation now is this: We are producing in the United 
States 58,000,000 ounces of silver. We are consuming 40,000,000 
ounces of silver. We are importing from Mexico 77,000,000 
ounces, from South America 18,000,000 ounces, and that is being 
done under conditions of wages in Mexico averaging $1.21 a 
day, as opposed to wages in simllar mines in the United States 
of $4.97 a day. 

Back in 1922, when the present tariff law was enacted into 
law, the price of silver was 75 cents an ounce. At the present 
time it is only 40 cents an ounce. The manufacturers of 
silverware came before the Ways and Means Committee in 1922 
and made a case for the present ad valorem of 60 per cent on 
foreign silverware. That was on the basis of the price of silver 
at 75 cents. At the present time it is 40 cents. If you add thE!! 
present price of silver and the proposed tariff of 30 cents, you 
would only restore the price of silver to below where it was in 
1922, when the present tariff was given on silverware to the 
manufacturers of the country. · 

What we are asking for, those of us who do come .from States 
that now produce. silver largely as a by-product of copper, but 
which could reopen many silver mines which are now closed 
because of the low price, which could furnish work for many 
hundreds of men at the American standard of wages, which 
could reopen communities which have become impoverished on 
account of the low price of silver-when we come and ask for a 
tariff on silver these men who come from the manufacturers' 
section seek to apply a different rule to the tariff than that 
,which you apply when it is used for the manufacturers. 

Mr. MARTIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEAVITT. I will. 
Mr. MARTIN. Does not the gentleman think that when we 

put a duty of 30 cents on silver there ought to be a compensa-
tory duty? 1 

Mr. LEAVITT. That question was not raised in the com
mittee and it can not be raised now. The question here is 
whether or not we are going to agree to what was done in 
the Senate by a vote of 55 Sen a tors after they had listened 
to the situation in regard to the silver industry. After a 
statement by Senator FEss that it was justified and after 
the argument made when the case was presented it resulted in 
55 Senators voting in favor of the duty. That is all we are con
sidering here. 

Mr. MARTIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEAVITT. I am not going to yield to discuss something 

that is not before the House. [Applause.] 
The SPEAKER. The time · of the gentleman from Montana 

has expired. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, how does the time stand? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon has 11 min

utes remaining, and the gentleman from Mississippi 10 minutes 
remaining. 

1\Ir. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen
tleman from Montana [Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, we produce in this 
country at the present time 59,000,000 ounces of silver per 
annum. It has dropped off in price about 25 per cent since 
1923. We consume in this country 40,000,000 ounces of silver. 
We have 115,000,000 ounces of this cheap silver coming into the 
country free to compete with us in our home market, where 
we consume 40,000,000 ounces of silver. We can not compete 
with it. Foreigners have started in and beaten the price down 
in their contracts with the consumers of this country until they 
have taken all of the business. 

But we are met with the argument that we export 109,000,000 
ounces of silver every yGar. Yes; that is true; but what silver 
is that? There is brought into this country 115,000,000 ounces 
every year, and with that we produce 40,000,000 ounces of our 
domestic silver, and the balance of that imported silver not 
consumed here is exported, as we export all of ours into the 
markets of the world. 

The export trade of the United States is more seriously 
threatened by the unprecedented depression in the value of 
silver than from any other cause that has arisen in years. 
Financial magazines have been discussing the f:'ubject for 
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weeks. They an agree upon the disastrous effect that this 
depression must have upon our exports. 

Over half of the people of the world use silver as a medium 
of exchange and value. The contraction of the value of this 
medium of purchase affects the purchasing power of the people 
whose assets are measured in silver and whose purchasing 
power depends upon its value. 

The value of silver has reached the lowest level in all his
tory. In 1913 its average price was 62 cents an ounce. To-day 
the market price is quoted at 42 cents an ounce. 

This tremendous depreciation in value to be fully realized 
must be considered in connection with the rise in the cost of 
all commodities since the pre-war date of 1913. The average 
rise in all commodities, according to the commodity index, is 
approximately 38.3 per cent, while the decrease in the com
modity price of silver since 1913 to the present time is 30 per 
cent. 

Let us take China simply as an illustration of the effect of this 
unnatural and grave depreciation of the price of silver upon 
this export trade in China. Our trade with China amounts to 
$300,000,000 a year. China is one of our best markets. In 
fact, China is the natural export market for the United States 
and should remain so. 

The question has been asked as to whether ol" not it would 
be better if we had a compensatory duty. I am willing to say 
that I think it might have been better, but conditions are such 
that you have not got it and you can not put it in this bill. We 
must vote for or against the item as the bill is now written. 
The question now is whether you will allow any protection for 
an item for the West. All my political life I have heard speak
ers for the P"revailing party in the House argue to the Ameri
can people that the tariff was for the protection of American 
labor. They have argued that the tariff is for the benefit of 
the American laborer in ordel" that he might have a livin'g wage, 
and that lle might have the American standard by which to live. 
In the West our silver mines are idle, our silver mills are closed 
down. If silver were a reasonable price, we could put two or 
three hundred thousand men to work. You have closed them 
down and therefore those men must go into some other indus
try ; 'they must compete with some other men in some other 
business; they must tend to pull down wages of those men. If 
it be right that you should legislate to pay the shoemakers and 
the m.anufactUl·ers of Massachusetts a living wage, why should 
you not legislate to pay the silver miners a living wage? 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. EVANS of Montana. Yes. 

. Mr. COLTON. The present bill carries a 65 per cent ad 
valorem duty on manufactured silver. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Yes. 
Mr. MARTIN. What does the present tariff law carry? 
Mr. EVANS Of Montana. Sixty per cent. 
Mr. MARTIN. Would that compensate for a 75 per cent in 

cost? 
Mr. EVANS of Montana. I would rather think so. 
Mr. MARTIN. But the gentleman does not know? 
Mr. EVANS of Montana. No; I do not know, and I venture 

to say that the gentleman from Massachusetts does not know. 
Mr. MARTIN. I am sure it would not. How many people 

are actually engaged in silvel" mining? Is not the number about 
3,000? 

l\fr. EVANS of Montana. I expect it is 3,000 or less in actual 
silver mining, because legislation has been long in the interest 
of manufacturers in the East, and itllas closed down the West. 
That is the reason. The question has arisen as to whether or 
not silver is a by-product. Of course it is. The price is so 
low and the conditions are so abnormal that you have closed 
down silver-mining properties, and silver is getting largely to 
be a by-product from copper mines. 

Mr. MARTIN. If England and Germany sell the silverware 
in this countTy how much will your mines sell us? 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Possibly they would not sell you 
very much ; but you will produce less silver from year to year 
as long as you allow silver produced at a dollar a day to come 
in and compete with silver produced in mines where the men 
are entitled to draw four or five dollars a day. No one will say 
that a man working in a silver mine is not entitled to four or five 
dollars a day. Yet you take away his occupation and allow sil
ver to come in, the result of peon labor in Mexico, and the result 
of cheap labor in South American countries, and then you come 
in and say that you are legislating in the interest of the wage
worker of this country. Mr. Speaker, it is a travesty, just as 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR] said. There is but 
one item in this bill about silver, and the ·west is primarily in
terested in it, and no sane man will say that in your tariff 
legislation in the last 50 years you have paid any attention to 
the West. You have not paid any attention to agricultural 
schedules until this time, and not very much now. You go out 

and ask us to vote for the bill, and some of us will vote for a 
good many items in the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN. Is the gentleman going to vote for it? 
Mr. EVANS of Montana. Not for the bill as a whole; but I 

am going to vote for the duty on silver. 
Mr. MARTIN. The gentleman is going to vote for his own 

products. 
Mr. EVANS of Montana. Yes; just as the Representatives 

from Ma sachusetts and New England and these other States 
have been voting for their own products all of their lives. Now 
you come along and we want to share the thing with you. 

Mr. MARTIN: We are going to vote for the products of other 
people too. 

Mr. EVANS .of Montana. Are you going to vote for silver? 
Mr. MARTIN. I would vote for it if you would give me a 

compensatory duty on manufactured silver. Would the gentle
man from Montana vote for the bill if silver comes in? 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, we have been for 14 
months in the consideration of this tariff bill. It is going to 
pass. I do not think I shall vote for the bill as a whole, but I 
shall vote for some of the items, in order to make the bill the 
best biJI that I can. I know that it is going to pass, and I beg 
of you gentlemen who are voting your own items in this bill 
that you take into consideration the great western country. 
You outnumber us 10 to 1. You have the power to give or to 
deny. I ask you to give some consideration to the people who 
come from that country, and to place the workmen there on 
some sort of a..n equal footing with the manufacturers and the 
workmen in your shoe industry and in other industries along the 
Atlantic coast. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. In order that there shall be no misunder
standing, the House having granted all Members five legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks, the Chair thinks that 
that does not include the privilege of printing letters, telegrams, 
or extraneous matter. That privilege must be granted in each 
individual case, if it is requested. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the 
gentleman from Nevada [!\fr . .ARENTZ]. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, you can nqt say very much in four minutes. I have a 
letter here which I think you will all be interested in, written 
by a man who has the welfare of the American worker in 
mind, a m·an who knows that a 30-cent tariff will give work, and 
continued work, to men located throughout the western country 
who are not only producing silver but who are producing lead, 
zinc, and copper. That letter reads as follows: 

NEW YORK CITY, April 30, 1930. 
Hon. SAMUEL S. ARENTZ, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
HONORABLE SIR : On behalf of the membership of the International 

Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, affiliated with the Anlerican 
Federation of Labor, employed in the milling and smelting of silver, we 
ask that you make known to the House of Representatives our strong 
appeal for the adoption of the Senate amendment of 80 cents per oun~e 
on silver. 

The Anlerican workers engaged in the mining and smelting of silver 
are forced to compete in America with silver produced by the peon and 
forced labor of the South and Central America and Asiatic countries. 

Tbe dilference in labor costs is so great that while we · know that this 
duty of 80 cents per ounce will not equal the difference · in costs of pro· 
duction, it will greatly help those Anlerican workers dependent for their 
livelihood on the ability to dispose of the products of their labor in the 
milling and smelting of silver. 

With Great Britain withdrawing the silver coinage used for centuries 
in India and placing the silver content thereon in the American market, 
the price of silver bas dropped to 42 cents per ounce, a figure which 
makes it impossible for the product of the Anlerican silver miners and 
smelters to compete with in America. 

In 1922, when the Congress enacted a tariff duty of 60 per cent on 
fabrications of silver; the price of silver was 75 cents per ounce. There
fore the adoption of a tariff rate of 80 cents per ounce in addition to the 
present price of 42 cents per ounce will not even place the price of silver 
where it was when the duty of 60 per cent was placed on fabrications of 
silver in 1922. 

American workers realize that when workers engaged in the mining 
and smelting of silver are unable to secure profitable employment in 
the mining and smelting sections of our country that they are forced, 
in order to live, to migrate to tb.e larger cities, where already there are 
millions of American workers unable to obtain employment. 

We sincerely trust that the membership of the House of Representa
tives will answer the appeal of the men engaged in the mining and 
smelting of silver and agree to the Senate amendment placing a duty of 
30 cents per ounce on silver. 

Sincerely yours, 
AMERICA'S WAGE ElA.BNEllS' PTIOTECTIVE CONFERENCE, 

MATTHEW WOLL, President. 
M. J. FLYNN, E('Cecutive Secretary. 
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In this tariff bill the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 

nnd his colleagues-and I have the utmost faith and kindly 
feelings toward them, regardless of their feeling for silver
added 5 per cent on the tariff on fabricated silver, so that the 
<luty now is 65 per cent. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Nevada 
bas expired. 

Mr. ARENTZ. · I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, that 
I may extend my remarks and include this letter that I have 
just read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nevada? 

There was no objection. 
l\fr. ARENTZ. In the discussion of the silver amendment 

with members of the conferees on the tariff bill and with Mem
bers of the House who are not certain of the advantages to be 
derived from a tariff on silver they make the statement that 
we produce in this country silver far in excess of our needs ; 
in other words, that we are exporters of silver. This statement 
is true, we are exporters of silver and likewise we are exporters 
of wheat, of steel products, and of other manufactured goods 
too numerous to mention, which are fully protected in the 
present tariff bill. 

Every Member of Congress has recently received a brief from 
the Jewelers' Vigilance Committee, so called-propaganda of the 
most vicious sort-containing statements of which the follow
ing is an example: "A tariff on silver will be a considerable in
convenience to domestic smelters and refineries treating base
metal ore or bullion that contains silver." An "inconvenience" 
is to be set up as against the destruction of an important in
du try by the free importation of silver contained in ores pro
duced by labor in Mexico and South America, labor which re
ceives but a fraction of the wage paid for the same work in the 
United States. 

The same provision pertaining to silver in this paragraph per
tains in an equal degree to lead, zinc, and other ores as well as 
to bullion coming into the United States. There is a tariff on 
lead and zinc ores coming into the United States, hence these 
ores come in under a bond under the same provision as silver 
ores, mattes, and bullion would come in under this paragraph. 

'l'he silver manufacturers of this country in 1922 obtained a 
duty of 60 per cent ad valorem ·on their manufactured silver
ware, at which time silver cost them 75 cents an ounce. To-day 
silver costs them only 42 cents an ounce. If the whole duty 
became effective, the cost of silver would be only 72 cents an 
ounce, 3 cents an ounce less than what they were paying for it 
in 1922, when they got an ad valorem. duty of 60 per cent on 
value of manufactured articles ; but in the present act they 
are given a higher duty. This Congress has raised that duty 5 
per cent and given them an ad valorem duty of 65 per cent. 
There is not any excuse whatever for inc.reasing the price of 
silverware even if this duty were entirely effective and the 
cost of silver were increased. 

Now, as to the moving-picture industry. Is it possible that 
even if this tariff increased the cost of the total silver of the 
United States $12,000,000 it would affect the cost of a ticket in 
a moving-picture show? Do you think it would be possible to 
compute an additional $12,000,000 out of the billions it costs to 
produce and present pictures in the moving-picture theaters of 
the United States and add it to the cost to the consumer? 
That i a hypocritical argument; but it is the hypocritical 
argument used by the Jewelers' Vigilance Committee. 

It is not intended to charge any duty whatever on the im
portation of silver-bearing ores, silver bullion, or silver in any 
other form that comes into this country fo.r the purpose of 
smelting, refining, or minting, and export. It is provided that 
in uch case a bond shall be given. In other words, it is the 
exact language that is used in the provision which applies a 
tariff duty on zinc and lead. It is not intended that the 
smelters or the refiners or the mints shall be in any way 
affected or influenced by this duty, and they would not be. 
The 30-cent tariff on silver is to protect the American miners, 
the workers in silver, lead, and zinc mines, and the operators 
who have vast sums of money invested in these enterprises 
from the dumping of silver from India. 

Great Britain has demonetized silver. Every time a silver 
rupee comes into a bank in India it is immediately sent to the 
mint and melted up and silver is sent out of the country-it is 
dumped on the markets of the world without regard to price, 
because, it is said, Great Britain would rather throw the silver 
into the sea than to have it in India. Great Britain has deter
mined that India shall not use silver for money. The dump
ing of silver from India is the most serious thing we now have 
to face. Great Britain came ·to the United States during the 
\Vorld War, and, as a war measure, got a law passed to melt 
up our standard silver dollars so as to give her 200,000,000 

ounces of silver to prevent a revolution in India. Great Britain 
does not \Yant that to happen again-she believes it is impos
sible to control India unless she gets rid of all the silver in 
that country. To-day I am speaking, not for Great Britain nor 
for India, but I am speaking for the American miners and the 
American producers of lead, zinc, and silver. 

We need to be perfectly frank in this matter for we will get 
nowhere by being otherwise. In the first place, silver is a 
commodity; this has been acknowledged for years by econo
mists in this country and abroad; its variable price would indi
cate this if nothing else did ; it is used as a medium of exchange 
in many countries of the world for obvious reasons which need 
not be discussed here. 

I have read with great interest the statements in the CoN~ 
GRESSIONAL RECORD made by Senator SWANSON, of Virginia, 
during the discussion of the Pittman silver amendment in the 
Senate. Senator SwANSON says : 

I look on silver now as absolutely a commodity; it is no longer 
money ; it is like wheat, corn, oats, iron, and other things. It is-

Says the Senator-
liable to taxation even from a Democratic standpoint. 

He further says : 
Inasmuch as silver bas become a commodity, from a revenue stand

point I do not see why it should not pay a tariff like any other 
commodity. 

Further on the Senator says: 
When I saw that India was dumping silver here, that China will 

dump it here, and that this is the dumping ground of silver from all 
o>er the world, and it is coming in here in sufficient quantities to put 
silver down to 30 cents an ounce here, why should not the Government 
collect some revenue from it? 

Silver is produced to the extent of only about 10,000,000 ounces 
from mines which in a strict sense of the word are silver 
mines-the balance of the silver produced in the United States 
is derived from lead, zinc, lead-zinc, andi lead-zinc-copper mines. 

According to the report of the Director of the Mint for 1928 
the ·annual domestic production in ounces of silver since 1917 is 
as follows: 
1917 - ----------------------------------------------- 71,740,362 
1918------------------------------------------------ 67,810,139 
1919------------------------------------------------ 56,682, 44J 1920 ________________________________________________ 53,361,575 

1921------------------------------------------------ 53,052,441 
1922------------------------------------------------ 56,240,048 
1923-----~------------------------------------------ 7R,~35, 170 
19~4------------------------------------------------ 05,407,186 
1925------------------------------------------------ 66,155,424 
1926 ----~------------------------------------------- 62,718. 746 
1927------------------------------------------------ 60,4R8,441 
192i ------------------------------------------------ 58,462,507 
1929-----~------------------------------------------ 60,937,600 

Most of the silver produced in the United States is derived 
from ba e ore-ore valued principally for lead, zinc, and copper. 
In the treatmPnt of such ores the silver content, in most in
stance , represents the Dperating profit. In 1927 the following 
tonnages of sil>er-bearlng base ores were treated : 

Lead ore, 2,004,729 tons; value in gold and silver, $4.89 per ton. 
Zinc ore, 452,490 tons; value in gold and silver, $2.18 per ton. 
Lead-zinc bre, 3,134,942 tons; value in gold and silver, $2.99 

per ton. 
Copper-lead-zinc ore, 418,601 tons; value in gold and silver, 

$2.18 per ton. · 
From the abo1e data it is thus seen that the present low 

price of sil>er has not only caused the closing do·wn of silver 
mines of the un:ted States but it has brought about the closing 
down of lead, lead-zinc, and other base metals mines. The 
present low price of silver bas thus affected thousands of 
workmen and their families at many points throughout the 
West. The unemployment bas affected other industries in 
an ever-widening circle which will in its turn affect industry 
in the East. This problem thus presents itself to me as a 
national problem, one deserving of my attention because I 
am a Member of Congress, because I represent one of the 
important silver-producing States of · the Union, and because 
indirectly I happen to be in intimate touch with mining con
ditions throughout the entire West. l am interested in any
thing affecting mining, anytb~ng that tends to disrupt this 
important industry, anything that has such an important bear
ing upon so many scattered communities, communities which 
are considered at the present time as only affected temporarily 
but ·which, if the silver industry is not protected by an adequate 
tariff, will be affected permanently, if not entirely abandoned. 

I know of one mine in particular, treating 300 ton of ore per 
day, in which each ton of ore contains but 3 ounces of silver. 
From the silver content of this ore is derived tlie only profit of 
the mine-the cost of mining, crushing, treatment, and ge!le~a~~ 
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expenses· is all absorbed by the lead-zinc content of the ore 
leaving the value of the silver as the only profit. 

The following editorial, which was clipped from the Carson 
City News, Carson City, Nev., under date of April 15, sums up 
the situation as it affects my State much better than I could 
myself. I quote: 

If the silver mines of Nevada are to survive and continue production 
the vast amount of silver produced in Mexico as well as that held by 
India and China must be barred from the United States. 

The item of 30 cents an ounce duty on silver given a place in the 
tariff bill by the Senate is threatened with elimination by the conference 
committee with which the final form of the legislation now rests. 

Nevada to-day, as never before, needs protection for her silver
m;ining industry. Unless the duty is retained, the silver mines of this 
State, as well as of the entire West, will decline and be compelled soon 
to close. 

The President bas outlined a program of governmental and business 
activities designed to increase employment and, restore the country to 
normal prosperity. A duty on silver would have an important effect 
in that respect in nearly all Western States,~ says the Age (Las Vegas, 
Nev.). -

India, under the policy adopted by Great Britain, is beginning to 
dump the vast and unestimated stock of silver held by the people of 
India on the markets of the world. We can see no advantage should 
the people of the United States be compelled to buy foreign silver 
instead of that produced in our own mines. 

These are changing times, to be sure. Silver bids fair to become a 
common commodity like lead or zinc. But Nevada, which has given to 
the world so many millions of wealth, can not submit tamely to the 
closing of one of her chief industries, especially at this time when 
every means of employment should be given encouragement. 

It costs money to close down a mine, and it is costly, too, to 
any mining enterprise to have to lay off for any length of time 
its personnel of trained men, who quickly desert mining camps 
and take up residence in cities, thus making it almost impos
sible for the enterprise to start up again without great expense 
for the training of men and rebuilding of the community. 
Silver as a commodity, and it is a commodity, should be treated 
as such, and the silver industry should be helped and encour
aged through suitable tariff to the same extent as we have lent 
encouragement to other industries brought into competition with 
for.eign labor. 

The average wages paid for labor in the mines of the United 
States producing silver are at least three times the wages paid 
in similar mines in Mexico. The &-hour law has not been uni
versally adopted in the mines of Mexico as it has _in the mines 
~which are the chief producers of silver in the United States. 
In many cases, and I may say in most cases, in Mexico the day's 
labor is 10 hours. The averages paid for labor in the leading 
mines producing silver in the United States, as shown on page 
1 of Bulletin No. 394 of the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for 1924, is 59.9 cents per hour, or for an 8-hour 
day $4.79. 

It is a well-known fact that wages of miners in the Western 
States where the metalliferous mines exist were recently in
creased above this figure by the rise in the price of copper and 
the wages of miners in lead mines were increased in sympathy, 
so it is safe to say that the average wage is nearer $5 per day 
than $4.79. Averages paid for labor in the leading mines pro
ducing silver in the other countries exporting to the United 
States, other than Canada, are $1.21 per day. Acco1·ding to the 
special report obtained by the Engineering and Mining Journal 
of January 14, 1928, the average wages paid in Mexico are as 
follows: 

Northern Sonora, 5.27 pesos daily; Chihuahua, 4 ; Coahuila, 2.85; 
State of Mexico, 1.65; and Oaxaca, 1.68. These figures are given in 
pesos. The peso is the standard silver money of Mexico. Its price 
varies in accordance with the price of silver. At the present time it is 
worth in our money apout 35 cents. The highest daily wage paid 
miners in Mexico is in Sonora, which is 5.27 pesos. 

No discussion of the silver situation is complete without a con
sideration of the importations of silver-bearing ores, bullion, and 
silver in any other form that comes into this country for the 
purpose of smelting, refining, or export. It is not intended by 
this silver duty to harm in any way the smelters or refiners, as 
stated at the outset of these remarks; neither shall the mints 
be in any way affected by this duty. A reading of the Senate 
amendment, which follows, clears up any ambiguity on this 
point. It reads: 

PAR. -. Silver-bearing ores, mattes, base bullion, silver dross, re
claimed silver, scrap silver, and all alloys or combinations of silver 
imported into the United States for the purpose of processing, refining, 
or minting for export to a foreign country and not for use, sale, or dis
position within the United States or any of its possessions, may be 
imported for such purpose free of duty upon the ·execution of a bond given 

in double the amount of the estimated duties that would be charged 
upon such silver contents so imported if for use, sale, or disposition in 
the United States, conditioned that such silver contents will not be 
used, sold, or otherwise disposed of in the United States prior to export 
therefrom and upon further compliance with such regulations and 
guaranties as the Secretary of the · Treasury may by regulations require. 

The price of silver has varied from 61 cents per ounce in 
1913 to 54 cents per ounce in 1924, 57 cents per ounce in 1928 
exclusive of the high price during the war, and 42.2 cents pe1: 
ounce to-day. 

The bullic:m value of the silver dollar-371~ grains of pure 
· silver-at the 10-year average price of silver since 1837 is as 
follows: 

iii!================-===============================~== $}:&!~ 1877============================================:::::: ~:3~58 1887__________________________________________________ .75755 
1891-------------------------------------------------- .46745 1907------------------------------------------------ .51164 1917 -----------------------------------------------·--- . 69242 
1927----------------------------------------------- . 43838 
To-day ----------------------------------------------- . 3495 

This depreciation in price is having a very destructive effect in 
all countries where silver is used as money. This destructive 
effect is upon us in America to-day-we can not destroy values 
in any industry without such destruction having a widespread 
influence on other industries. This breaking down of the price 
of silver it simply breaking the silver, lead, and zinc miners of 
America. When wages are cut the purchasing power of our peo
ple iB decreased. When mines and mills are closed, purchases of 
all kinds are curtailed to the very minimum, savings are used up, 
and the effect is felt from coast to coast in industry of all kinds. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to know if my 
good friend from -New York, Doctor CROWTHER, wishes to con
sume some time in support of the motion of the chairman? 

Mr. CROWTHER. Do you want to yield me some time? 
Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 
Mr. CROWTHER. I want to say to the gentleman that the 

silver people are presenting a very good case, and they deserve 
to win out. 

Mr. COLLIER. That bears out what I have often said, that 
you can corner the doctor, but you can never get him in a hole. 
[Laughter.] 

:Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT). 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California is recog
nized for two minutes. 

1\f],". ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, ladles and gentlemen of 
the House: The silver-mining industry of the United States is 
at the lowest ebb of operation in its entire history. When I 
say silver-mining industry, I mean by that, mines that are op
erated chiefly for the silver contents of their ores. At the pres
ent time, we are producing in this counh-y about 58,000,000 
ounces of silver per year. 

Silver, in 1913, sold for 60 cents an ounce. At .the present 
time silver has dropped to 42 cents an ounce; or in other words, 
from 1913 to the present time the metal has dropped 331h per 
cent of its former value. This great decrease in price has re
sulted in the closing of the silver mines in all of the Western 
States. In some localities the flourishing silver-mining camps 
which existed a few years ago are now abandoned, and the min
ing plants and buildings turned into desolate ruins. 

Mr. BOWMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Yes. 
Mr. BOWMAN. Would you give to the Members of the House 

the reason or cause for this depression in the silver business? 
Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Yes; I will be glad to. 
Silver, since 1873, has been recogniZ€d as a commodity and 

is treated as such by the Secretary of the Treasury and by 
the Secretary of Commerce. According to the index number, 
every commodity has increased up to the present time, an aver
age of 35~ per cent. Under the pending tariff bill, protection 
has been given to various commodities of industry which are 
threatened with competition in foreign production, yet the in
dustry of silver mining under the House rates has been left 
upon the free list. · 

· We, as a nation, are importing silver into this country at 
the rate of 114,000,000 ounces per year-77,000,000 ounces from 
Mexico, 18,000,000 ounces from South America, and the re
mainder from miscellaneous other countries. 

The American miner and the American silver producer are 
placed in competition with cheap foreign labor and with the 
advance in price of other commodities. The silver mining 
operator of this country has reached a point where he no longer 
can make a profit except in cas~s where ore :value~ are exceed-
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ingly high. The average wage of Mexico and South America 
for miners of 10 hours per day is $1.21, while the average wage 
paid to silver miners in the United States is $4.79 per 8-hour 
day. These figures in themselves indicate the difference in the 
-cost of production of silver in Mexico, South America, and the 
United States. 

India has been the great storehouse and hoarding place of 
silver for centuries and is now rapidly being placed by the Brit
ish Government on a gold basis. India is dumping upon the 
world market her silver at an enormous rate, and in 1929 fed 
into the silver market of the world 55,000,000 ounces. The 
whole world production of silver on an average is only 256,000,-
000 ounces, so that it can readily be understood what the effect 
is going to be upon the silver market as the result of the British 
policy in India. The rupee is the circulating medium of India, 
and they use silver almost exclusively for money. The Govern
ment of Great Britain feels that it is to its best interests to 
have gold as the basis of money in India. Every time a silver 
rupee is placed in a bank in India it is at once sent to the mint, 
melted up into bullion, and the silver shipped out of. the country. 
It is placed upon the market of the world without regard to 
price, and England has_ placed a duty of 10 cents an ounce to 
prevent it from being returned to India. 

If the silver-mining industry 9f the United States is to survive 
and American miners and working men are to be protected from 
the cheap labor of Mexico and the South American counb:ies, 
and the industry given an opportunity to live, the Senate rate ' 
of 30 cents per ounce must be placed upon silver. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I have not much time remaining, not as 
much as I thought I had, and most of the time I have yielded 
ha been given to those on the other side. Can the gentleman 
from Oregon giYe me a little of his time out of the generosity 
of his lleart? 

Mr. HAWLEY. How many speakers have you? 
l\.'Ir. COLLIER. One. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I yield to the gentleman two minutes. 
Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield all the time remaining 

to me, together with the two minutes generously given to me 
by the gentleman from Oregon, to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY]. . -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman fl"' )ill Illinois is recognized 
for three minutes. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. 1\Ir. Speaker and ladies and gen
tlemen of the House, this proposed tariff ~m silver is simply 
tariff run mad. In order to be perfectly consistent with the 
positions they have taken, I am assuming that the Republican 
side of this House will find it necessary to vote for a tariff on 
silver. But no nation in the world ever imposed a ta1·iff on 
silver. 

1\Ir. LANKFORD of Virginia. 1\Ir. Speaker, will the gentle
man yield there? 

Mr. HENRY T . RAINEY. Yes. 
1\Ir. LANKFORD of Virginia. Does not India have a tariff 

on silver of 10 cents to-day? 
Mr. HE!I.'RY T. RAINEY. I do not know whether she bas or 

not. It was recently imposed, if there is any. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Recently imposed. 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Well, that is no reason why we 

should go wrong because India does. Out there in India they 
are not supposed to have much enlightenment on any subject 
and a tariff on silver is consistent with the other policies of the 
Indian prince and the Indian Parliament. It does not surprise 
me at all. But it does not constitute any precedent, nor if it 
did ought we to follow it. 

SilYer has been a money metal since the dawn of civilization. 
Silver was the money metal of the world when the shepherds 
at Bethlehem watched their flocks by night. Christ was be
trayed for 30 pieces of silver. Silver is the money metal of 
one-half the population of the world to-day, and it is a money 
metal of the United States. 

We have increased our supply of circulating coined silver in 
the last four or five years by $55,000,000. It constitutes all our 
subsidiary circulation, practically, our circulation of money 
under $1, and a large part of our dollar circulation consists of 
silver. 

Now, I know of no proposed tariff which will so quickly defeat 
its objects as this tariff on silver. The cause of the low price 
of silver is evidently overproduction. It has been stated that 

. silver sold at 62 cents in 1913, but silver sold for 46% cents in 
1902, for 501,4 cents in 1910, for 51% cents in 1911, for 47% 
cents in 1914, and for 4614 cents in 1915. Therefore, silver has 
sold at approximateJy its present price several times in recent 
years. 

Silver is largely a · by-product. More than one-half of the 
world's silver production comes from mines which are operated 

fo'r their lead, copper, and zinc output. The world must have 
these basic metals, and as long as they are mined silver will con
tinue to be a by-product. In this country four-fifths of our pro
duction of silver comes as a by-product from these other metal 
industries and is not dependent in any way on tlle world price 
for silver. 

If the proposed tariff is effective, the result will be a larger 
stimulation of copper, lead, and zinc mining. 

The recent high price of copper resulted in such a large pro
duction that copper producers r esorted to many metllods of 
holding up the market, but they failed in their efforts , and 
the collapse in the price of copper followed. Therefore if a. 
tariff on silver will operate still further in the direction of a 
larger copper output, the result will be more disastrous than 
the recent collapse in copper. 

If the tariff accomplishes what tlley ·claim for it, it will 
quickly defeat itself. 

But silver is essentially a money metal and not a commodity. 
If we increase the price of silver we might compel the users of 
silver nitrates to import nitrates even at a duty of 25 per cent 
rather than submit to the 30 cents an ounce increase in the 
price of domestic silver. This would tend to remove from the 
United States a very large silver-consuming industry, therefore, 
in the end if the proposed measure unfortunately accomplishes 
what is claimed for it, it will again in this particular defeat 
itself. 

We import silver, but we export more silver than we import. 
In 1924 we exported 55,000,000 ounces of silver more than we 
imported. Every year from 1924 until the present time our ex
ports have greatly exceeded our imports of silver. In 1928 we 
exported 31,400,000 ounces of silver more than we imported. 
Our exports of silver have declined about in proportion as our 
production of silver has declined. In 1924 we produce.d 
65,400,000 ounces of silver-in 1928 we produced 58,400,000 
ounces of new silver. 

We always reclaim a large amount of silver and the amount 
we reclaim has averaged about 8,000,000 ounces1 to 10,000,000 
ounces per year for the last 5 or 6 years. 

We consume in the United States every year about one-half 
of our production of silver, leaving the other half as surplus 
for export or for stock. The net surplus after export evidently 
goes largely into increasing our stock of silver for monetary 
reserve. About one-fifth of our production of virgin silver only 
is produced from mines which would not be operated except for 
their silver content and whose operation is dependent upon the 
price of silver-the · other four-fifths is by-product from the 
treatment of complex ores mined on account of their lead, cop
per, and zinc content, and the continuance of this production 
does not depend upon the price of silver. 

If we export more silver than we import, it will follow as a 
matter of course that the price of silver in the United States 
wiH depend upon its world price, and the tariff proposed in this 
bill can have no effect whatever upon its price. 

It has been seriously contended that India is dumping- silver 
in this country at the present time, but the U:aited States De
partment of Commerce, Statement No. 61, which goes back as 
far as January, 1902, shows no importation whatever of sil'ver 
bullion from India ; but during that period of time we exported 
to India 320,500,000 ounces of silver. The imposition of this 
duty, if it is effective, will seriously injure the very large manu
facture in this country of silver utensils and silver objects of 
art. 

From no conceivable standpoint can the imposition of this 
tariff be sustained. The proposal is absurd in the extreme; it is 
protection run mad; and I can not conceive that the Republican 
majority in this House will stand for a proposition so pre
posterous. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time has expired. . 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time, 

~ith the exception of a quarter of a minute to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [l\fr. LEHLBACH] . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey [1\Ir. LEHL
BACH] is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, if this proposed tariff on 
silver would do one iota of good to the silver-production indus
try of this country, there might be reason to give it serious con
sideration. But it " ·ill not. If it has any effect at all, it will 
be to harm the silver industry of this country. We export 
more silver than we use in the United States. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEHLBACH. I yield. 
:Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman tell us how much 

we import? Did we not import 114,000,000 ounces per year? 
Mr. LEHLBACH. We export over one-half of our own silver 

production. The balance of it goes into domestic use. 
Mr. LEAVITT.- Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEHLBACH. I yield. 
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1\fr. LEAVITT. Would it not be better to use that in our 
own indu~ti'ies than to export it? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. There is no imported silver to speak of, 
used in our industries. The great bulk of the silver that is im
ported is imported for the purpose of refining and is exported 
again. 

1\fr. LEAVITT. Would it not _be better to refine our own 
silver rather ·than silver that is imported from other countries? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. But we do refine our own silver and a lot 
of other silver as well. Do you want to take this extra oppor
tunity for employment in refining foreign silver away from us, 
when it will do nobody any good'? 

Mr. LEAVITT. I do not. I want to aid the employment of 
American miners in American mines instead of Mexican miners 
in Mexican mines. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. The price of a commodity that is used 
throughout the world, and the greater portion of its production 
in this country is exported, will not be enhanced to its American 
producers by a tariff duty. This proposition we have heard re
iterated countless times in the course of this debate. Thus the 
proposed duty on silver would not result in higher prices to the 
miner. But assuming it did, what would be the result? It 
would make the cost of manufacture of silverware and commer
cial articles· into which silver enters so high that we could not 
compete with the foreigners, and the market which the silver 
producers now have in this counh·y, the silversmiths and the 
silver manufacturers would be depressed and decreased. ·with 
this cut in the demand the price would necessarily fall, and the_ 
silver miner would be worse off than before. The silver people 
have to be saved from their own folly in bringing forward this 
full~~ • 

Another proposition is that silver in India, in China, and in 
Mexico is used as a medium of exchange, and their currency is 
based on it. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEHLBACH. I only have one minute remaining. 
When they buy our manufactures in China they pay in their 

money, and their money comes in not as coin but as a commodity. 
It is worth exactly what the silver in it is worth, and if you 
place a duty on it you decrease the purchasing power of China 
and Mexico and India of the manufactures and farm products 
of the United States. 

Furthermore, you depreciate the· currency of silver countri~s 
when you make their money worth less at the ports of this 
country, thereby depreciating the cost of production of th?se 
countries and increasing the competition of the cheapest krnd 
of pauper labor with. American manufacture. 

This proposition has no merit whatsoever, and .as I st:ated 
before, it is up to this H ouse to save the deluded silver mmers 
.from themselves. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. LEHLBACH] has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen

tleman from Nevada [Mr . .ARENTZ] to recede and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ARENTZ) there were--ayes 72, noes 202. 

So the motion to recede and concur in the Senate amendments 
was rejected. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, what becomes of the motion 
of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. liA. WLEY] ? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that it was not neces
.sary to put the motion of the gentleman from Oregon: as the 
motion to recede and concur having been defeated, that 1s tanta
mount to agreeing to a motion to further insist. 

On motion of Mr. IIA.wLEY, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion to recede and concur was rejected was 
laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Amendment No. 369: Page 122, strike out all of lines 11, 12, 13, 14, 

and 15, being the language: 
"PAR. 401. (a) Logs of fir, spruce, cedar, or western hemlock, $1 

per thousand feet board measure, except that such logs imported to be 
used in the manufacture of wood pulp shall be exempt from duty under 
regulations prescribed by tbe Secretar-y of the Treasury." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
amendments 369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 376, 1035, 1091, 1092, 1093, 
and 1095 be considered together for the purpose of debate, as 
they all relate to the subject of lumber or shingles, and that the 
time be limited to two hours, one half to be controlled by the 
gentleman fro~ Mississippi [Mr. Coi.LIER] and the other half 
by myself. 

The amendm{!nts referred to are as follows: 
Amendment 370: Page 122, line 16, strike out lines 16, 17, and 18, 

being the language : 
"(b) Cedar, except Spanish cedar: Boards, planks, deals, laths, sid

ing, clapboards, ceiling, flooring, ship timber, and other lumber and 
timber, 25 per cent ad valorem." 

.Amendment 371 : Page 122, line 19, add a new paragraph reading as 
follows: 

"PAR. 401. Timber hewn, sided, or squared, otherwise than by sawing, 
and round timber used for spars or in building wharves ; sawed lumber 
and timber not specially provided for; all the foregoing, if of fir, spruce, 
pine, hemlock, or larch; railroad ties, and telephone, telegraph, trolley, 
and electric-light poles of any wood ; all the foregoing, $1.50 per thou
sand feet board measure, and in estimating board measure for the 
purposes of this paragraph no deduction shall be made on account of 
planing, tonguing, and grooving : PrOVided, That there shall be exempted 
from such duty 'boards, planks and deals of fir, spruce, pine, hemlock 
or larch, in tbe rough or not further manufactured than planed or 
dressed on one side, when imported from a country contiguous to the 
continental United States, which country admits free of duty similar 
lumber imported from the United States." 

.Amendment 372 : Page 123, line 9, strike out lines 9, 10, 11, and 12 
and insert in lien thereof the following : 

"PAB. 402. Maple (except Japanese maple), birch, and beech: Floor
ing, 8 per cent ad valorem." 

.Amendment No. 373: Page 123, line 15, strike out lines 15 and 16, 
being the language : 

"PAB. 403. Shingles of wood, 25 per cent ad valorem." 
Amendment No. 376 : Page 123, line 25, strike out line 25, and on 

page 124, lines 1 and 2 down to and including the word " timber " and · 
insert the following : " and Japanese maple: In the form of sawed 
boards, planks, deals, and all other forms not further manufactured 
than sawed, and flooring, 15 per cent ad valorem." 

Amendment 1035 : Page 283, line 5, insert the following language : 
"PAR. 1764. Shingles of wood." 
.Amendment 1091 : Page 290, line 10, strike out all of lines 10, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 and insert the following : 
"Wood: (1) Timber hewn, sided, or squared, otherwise than by saw

ing, and round timber used for spars or in building wharves ; sawed 
lumber and timber, not further manufactured than planed, and tongued 
and grooved ; all the foregoing not specially provided for: Provided, 
That if there is imported into the United States any of the foregoing 
lumber, planed on one or more sides and tongued and grooved, manu
factured in or exported fr<>m any country, dependency, province, or 
other subdivision of government which imposes a duty upon such lumber 
exported from the United States, the President may enter into negotia
tions with such country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of 
government to secure the removal of such duty, and if such duty is 
not removed he may by proclamation declare such failure of negotiations, 
and in such proclamation shall state the facts upon which his action 
is taken, together with the rates imposed, and make declaration that like 
and equal rates shall be forthwith · imposed as hereinafter provided; 
whereupon, and until such duty is remo>'ed, there shall be levied, col- · 
lected, and paid upon such lumber, when imported directly or indirectly 
from such country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of · gov
ernment, a duty equal to tbe duty imposed by such country, dependency, 
province, or other subdivision of government upon such lumber imported 
from the United States." .. 

.Amendment 1092 : Page 2!:11, line 20, strike out the words " There 
shall," in line 20, and all of lines 21, 22, and 23, being the language: 

" There shall not be classified under this paragraph any form of 
cedar or of any wood enumerated in paragraph 402 or 405, except maple 
and pirch logs." 

.Amendment 1093 : Page 291, line 24, insert a new paragraph, to read 
as follows: 

"(2) Logs; timber, round, unmanufactuted; pulp woods; firewood, 
handle bolts, shingle bolts ; gun blocks for gunstocks, rough hewn or 
sawed or planed on one side; and laths; all the foregoing not specially 
provided for." 

.Amendment 1095: Page 292, after the word "Posts," strike out the 
following : " railroad ties and telephone, trolley, electric light, and tele
graph poles." 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 
asks unanimous consent that amendments 369, 370, 371, 372, 
373 376, 1035, 1091, 1092, 1093, and 1095 be considered to
gether for the purpose of debate, and that the time be limited 
to two hours, one half to be controlled by the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. HAwLEY] and the other half by the gentieman from 
Mississippi [Mr. CoLLmR]. Is there objection? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob
ject-and I may object-this is a problem that peculiarly inter
ests the ?tliddle West, and the division of time under unanimous 
consent proposed by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 
will be controlled by the South and the far West. I think 
there should be a different division of time. There are a few of 
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us from the Middle West who want to be heard on this propo
sition, and we want to be beard in our own time and have con
trol of such time as the House sees fit to give us. 
· I hope the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] will sug
gest some other arrangement for controlling the time. 

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield. 
Mr. CRISP. Has it ever been the practice of this House in 

dividing time to take into consideration the geographical · sec
tions of the country in determining who is to control the time? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. In dividing time the House usually meets 
the peculiar situation that exists at the time. There is no hard 
and fast practice in allotting time. I do not know what the 
attitude of 'the gentleman from Mississippi is on these amend
ments. He may be for some and against some, or for all or 
again ·t all. I am for practically all of the Senate amendments, 
and I think that side ought to have full qpportunity to be heard. 
The practice of the House in dividing time is to divide it equally 
between those who are in favor of and those who are opposed to 
a proposition and it is not always divided on party lines. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object
which I shall not-I wish to state that I think perhaps I can 
obviate the geographical obj~tion which the gentleman from 
Iowa has brought forward. I will state first, though, that I am 
against any tariff on lumber, if the gentleman wants to know 
what my position is. [Applause.] However, I want the gentle
man from Oregon to change his request, and strike out the 
words "Mr. CoLLIER" in his request and insert the words "Mr. 
RAINEY." I want the unanimous-consent request of the gentle
man from Oregon to read that all the time on the minority side 
on the lumber schedule shall be controlled by and in charge of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINZY]; and as he is from 
the great Middle West, that may obviate the difficulty which is 
now confronting the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. l\Ir. Speaker, further reserving the right 
to object, it might clarify matters if the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. HAWLEY], in charge of the bill, would at this time indicate 
the motions he intends to make on each of the amendments. 
Then we will know better just what the issues are and what 
length of time may be required. 

1\fr. HAWLEY. If the unanimous-consent request just pre
ferred is granted, I will then ask that amendment No. 371, the 
Senate amendment imposing a duty on lumber, be taken up first 
and voted on first; that amendment No. 373, the amendment 
r elating to shingles, be voted on second; and that the rest of 
th~ amendments in the lumber paragraph be disagreed to and 
sent back to conference. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Then do I understand that on amendment 
No. 369 the gentleman from Oregon proposes to make a motion 
to nonconcur? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. And on amendment No. 372 a motion to 

nonconcur? 
Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; the same motion. 
Mr. RAl\1SEYER. On amendment No. 371 a motion to con-

cur? 
Mr. HAWLEY. With an amendment. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. What amendment? 
Mr. HA WLE'Y. Making the duty 75 cents a thousand instead 

of $1.50, and striking out the words "railroad ties and tele
phone, telegraph, trolley, and electric-light poles." 

Mr. RAMSEYER. We are progressing and getting enlighten
ment. On amendment No. 372 there is simply a difference 
between the House rate and the Senate rate? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. On the shingle amendment, No. 373-
l\ir. HAWLEY. On that I propose to recede and concur in 

the Senate amendment, with an amendment making the rate 
·15 per cent instead of 25 per cent. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. On Senate amendment No. 1035 I presume 
the gentleman intends to move to nonconcur? 

Mr. HAWLEY. On all the others, except the two I have 
mentioned, on lumber and shingles, I intend to move to non
concur and send them back to conference, and to be considered 
in view of the action taken by the House on amendments No. 
371 and No. 373. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That, of course, presents as intense and 
as vital an issue as could be presented here to-day, and I think 
we ought to. have more debate. I will tell the gentleman from 
Oregon and the House that two of us on this side would, 
together, like to have 45 minutes. In vieVl of the attitude of 
the gentleman from Oregon, which probably will be the atti
tude of the majority of the House, if the gentleman from Oregon 
will modify his unanimous-consent request s.o that we can get 
time to pre ent our views, I shall not object. The idea is that 
when we get through with the debate we will take up one 
amendment right after the other and vote on them. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May: I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Certainly. 
Mr. HAWLEY. It has been my intention, as stated yester

day, if the hour were conceded to this side, to reserve half of 
it for the duty on lumber and shingles and to give the other 
half of it to the gentleman from Iowa and one or two others, 
who are opposed to these duties, on this side of the aisle. 

This is an equal division of the time. In view of the state
ment made by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLIER] 
that all the time on that side of the aisle will be controlled by 
some one opposed to the duties, would the gentleman not be 
satisfied if he could obtain 15 minutes from the other side? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. If we can have that agreement and the 
gentleman from Oregon will yield the time-1 hope I am not 
immodest when I say to myself-and the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. RAINEY] will yield me 15 minutes--

1\fr. HAWLEY. I would like to have it understood that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] is to have five 
minutes on the opposition side. I understood the gentleman 
from Mississippi to say a moment ago that the time on his 
side would be in the control of the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. RAINEY], who is opposed to the duty. 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Would the gentleman be willing to yield 15 

minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [l\Ir. RAMSEYER]? 
Mr. COLLIER. I would be willing to yield any amount of 

time to the gentleman from Iowa provided it meets with the 
approval of the gentleman from Illinois. I have turned over 
all the time to him and I have nothing more to do with it. 

l\Ir. HENRY T. RAINEY. I will be pleased to yield the gen
tleman five minutes. 

Mr. TILSON. Would the gentleman from Illinois object to 
adding 15 minutes to the total amount of time and put it in the 
control of the gentleman from Iowa"? 

Mr. HEI\TRY T. RAINEY. I would be willing to have that 
done. Does the gentleman mean 15 minutes on a side? 

Mr. TILSON. No; instead of the gentleman yielding any of 
l!is time, let us add 15 minutes to the total amount of time and 
put it at the disposal of the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. I am willing to do that. 
The SPEAKER. The (Jhair understands that the request of 

the gentleman from Oregon now is that the two hours of time 
be equally controlled by himself and the gentleman from Illi
nois, and that the additional 15 minutes be given to the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER]. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time be limited to 2 hours and 15 minutes, 1 hour to be 
controlled by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] and 
1 hour and 15 minutes by myself, with the understanding that I 
will yield 45 minutes to the opposition on this side; the extra 15 
minutes to go to the gentleman from Iowa [l\Ir. RAMSEYER]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani
mous consent that debate on the amendments be limited to 2 
hours and 15 minutes. 1 hour to be ·controlled by the gentle
man from Illinois, 1 hour and 15 minutes by the gentleman from · 
Oregon, with the understanding that the additional 15 minutes 
will be yielded to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. · RAMSEYER] 
by the gentleman from Oregon. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I present the following motion 

on amendments 371 and 373. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, a point of order--
The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think that motion is in 

order at this time unless consent is given to take the amend
ments up out of order. 

Mr. HAWLEY. l\1r. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the conclusion of the debate, we vote on amendment 371 first 
and follow that by a vote on 373. 

The SPEAKER. What disposition does the gentleman intend 
to make of amendments 369, 370, and 372? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I will then ask unanimous consent that all 
the other amendments be disagreed to and returned to con
ference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani~ 
mous consent that the vote first be taken on amendment 371. 
and, second, on 373, and states he will then offer a motion with 
regard to the rest of the amendments. 

Mr. OHINDBLOl\1. And then take up the remaining amend
ments in order'? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman also asks unanimous consent 
that the House insist on its disag-reement to the remaining 
amendments regarding wood. • 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is not now asking for a 
disagreement. I understand he is asking that a vote be taken 
first on amendment No. 371 and th·en on No. 373 and then upon 
the remaining amendments ·in order. Then he may make 
whatever motion 4e likes. 
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Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob

ject, I think we can expedite this matter. The logical way 
to take this up is, first, beginning with logs, and for the pres
ent at least I shall object to any unanimous-consent request to 
take a \ote on these various items in any other order except 
as they appear in the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. As the Chair understands, the request of 
the gentleman from Oregon is only to take up out of order 
amendments Nos. 371 and 373 and that the others be voted on 
in their order. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. For the prese-nt I object to any unani
mous-consent request to consider any of them out of their order. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Iowa object to 
amendment No. 371 being taken up out of its order? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. CIIINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

that the chairman of the committee may now present his pro
posed amendments or his proposed action upon amendments 
Nos. 371 and 373 for information. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the amendments pro
pose-d by the gentleman from Oregon, which will be considered 
as pending. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. HAWLEY: Amendment No. 371: Mr. HAWLEY 

moves that the House recede and concur in the Senate amendment 
No. 37{ with an amendment as follows : In lieu of the matter proposed 
to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the following : 

" PAR. 401. Timber, hewn, sided or squared, otherwise than by saw
ing, and round timber, used for spars or in building wharves; sawed 
lumber and timber not specially provided for ; all the foregoing if 
of fit•, spruce, pine, hemlock, or larch, 75 cents per thousand feet, board 
measure, and in estimating board measure for the purposes of tliis 
paragraph no deduction shall be made on account of planing, tonguing, 
and grooving: Pt·ovided, That there shall be exempted from such duty 
boards, planks, and deals of fir, spruce, pine, hemlock, or larch, in the 
rough or not further manufactured than planed or dressed on one side 
when imported from a country contiguous to the continental United 
States, which country admits free of duty similar lumber imported from 
the United States." 

Mr. RAl\ISEYER. Reserving the right to object, was this 
read for information or is it being offere-d? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that under the circum
stances debate should take place before the amendments are 
offered. While it is true that consent was refused to vote on 
amendment 371 first, the Chair thinks it would be proper to 
consider the amendments havin·g been offered and a motion to 
amend would be in order. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the ge~tle
man from Oregon a question. Boiled down your amendment 
simply does this: Where the duty on lumber is $1.50 you put 
it at 75 cents and your amendment cuts out the duty placed on 
railroad ties and telephone, telegraph, and electric light, and 
other poles? 
. Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House recede and concur in Senate amendments 369, 370, and 
373. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves to recede 
and concur in Senate amendments 369, 370, and 373. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. And I move that the House insist 
on its disagreement to amendment 371. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. ~y T. RAINEY. Yes. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. If the gentleman is offering an amend

ment to concur, why does he not move to concur in Senate 
amendments 1035, 1091, 1092, 1093, and 1095? 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. That will follow as a matter of 
course. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The Speaker has indicated that the mo
tions ought to be made now. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Then I will include that in my 
motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is inclined to think, on reflection, 
that perhaps the best method in this particular case is to debate 
the amendments en bloc and after debate is over for the various 
motions to be made, and, of course, no debate would be bad fol
lowing the motions. 

1.\Ir. RA.l\ISEYER. The motions will be made as the Senate 
amendments are called up? 

The SPEAKER. Yes ; except by unanimous consent. 
Mr. CIDNDBLOM. Then, Mr~ Speaker, I renew my request 

that the several motions be made now for the information of 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that that might defeat the 
purpose the Chair is tryfng to accomplish. 

Mr. CRISP. I object to that request, Mr. Speaker. I think 
the way the Speaker has outlined it is the best way out of this 
complicated case. 

The SPEAKER. The Ch&ir will state without objection that 
debate upon these yarioos amendments will cover all the amend
ments, that it be limited to 2 hours a nd 15 minutes, 1 hour 
to be controlled by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY], 
and 1 hour and 15 minutes by the gentleman from Oregon, with 
the understanding that he yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER]; after which time the various mo
tions will be offered. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, when this matter came up, in 
reply to inquiries by the gentleman from Iowa, I stated that 
I would call up fo_r vote amendments 371 and 373, and we 
would have debate on them, and agreed to the proposal that 
we have 2 hours and 15 minutes' debate, which would be 135 
minutes. We only resen-ed to those who were favorable to the 
proposition of a duty on lumber and shingles 30 minutes, and 
by this refusal to consider them the opponents have 105 minutes, 
which is manifestly unfair. 

Mr. CRISP. 1\Ir. Speaker, may I say to the gentleman from 
Oregon that we have no disposition whatever to limit debate. 
We are willing to extend the time so as to give the gentleman 
all of the time that he desires. 

The · SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request the Chair 
just made, with the understanding that it was the original 
request of the gentleman from Oregon? 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, r eserving the right to object, as 
I understand it, and po sibly the interpretation of the gentle
man from Oregon will be different, his suggestion is that we 
vote on two of these amendments together. 

The SPEAKER. Objection was made to that. 
1\fr. HAWLEY. We would debate them together but vote on 

them separately. 
Mr. WINGO. That is the point. I want to vote separately 

on some of these amendments. 
The SPEAKER. This is only as to the question of debate. 
Mr. WINGO. The gentleman said that he would agree to 

that, with the understanding that they would vote on 371 and 
373 first. I do not care when they vote on them, just so long 
as there is a separate vote on 371 and 373. That is the point 
that I had in mind. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I do not know just what the 

request is. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will state again his understand

ing and ask if there is objection-that the debate on these 
amendments be limited to 2 hours and 15 minutes, that debate 
to cover all of the amendments in their order; that one hour 
of the time be controlled by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
RAINEY] and one bour and a quarter by the gentleman from Ore
gon [Mr. HA\w..EY], with the understanding that he will grant 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER], after which 
time the amendments may come in their proper order or in any 
order that the House may determine, but that there shall be no 
debate on these motions when made. The debate is to cover the 
merits of the whole proposition. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, re erving the right to object, 
when I made that suggestion it was in view of having votes 
on 371, the lumber paragraph, and 373, the shingles paragraph, 
at first, at the conclusion of the debate. There will be under 
the arrangement of 60 minutes on the other side of the aisle 
against the proposition, 45 minutes on this side against these 
two items, and 30 minutes in favor of them. Now, take only 
30 minutes allotted in favor and 105 minutes to the opposition 
makes a nullification of any opportunity to present the case, 
and it seems to me manifestly unfair. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I do not get the logic of the gen
tleman's position. As I understand, the sole thing we are con
sidering now is to how much debate we shall have on all the 
amendments dealing with lumber and shingles, and the agree
ment was, when the time was agreed upon, that gentlemen 
who were recognized would debate any of the amendments 
dealing with all of this subject matter. Therefore, when the 
gentleman asks for an hour on this side and an hour for him
self and 15 minutes for the gentleman from Iowa, I can not 
conceive how which amendment you vote on first bas anything 
to do with the time that you are willing to devote to debate 
on all of them. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It was my understanding that the proposal 
was to have two hours for general debate--and that was changed 
to 2 hours and 15 minutes---<>n amendments 371 and 373, and 
that when we disposed of them we were to take up the other 
amendments. ' 

Mr. CRISP. And accord additional time for debate upon 
them? 
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Mr. HAWLEY. If the House would not agree to send the 

other amendments to conference without discussion, then they 
could be taken up and discussed and voted on subsequently, but 
these two are the key amendments in the proposition. 

Mr. CRISP. If the gentleman's idea was to have the two 
hours of debate for those with a subsequent understanding that 
there should be additional debate on the others, of course, that 
presents a different proposition, but I thought the proposition 
was that the 2 hours and 15 minutes debate was to be on all 
amendments dealing with the subject of wood. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I said, if I remember correctly, that · after 
371 and 373 were disposed of I would then ask unanimous con
sent that the others be disagreed to and sent to conference, but 
that any Member could prevent that by an objection, so that 
no light of the House would be impaired. 

Mr. CRISP. Is it the intention of the gentleman that debate 
shall be extended on the other amendments? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It is for he House to decide. I am willing 
to send them to conference, to work them out in conference, 
but if the House desires to vote on them now, that could be done 
under the proposal I have submitted. 

1\lr. CRISP. Personally I shall not object to any plan the 
gentleman wishes, but the understanding was for 2 hours and 15 
minutes to embrace all of them. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Why not ask for a half hour more? 1 
think those in favor of the duty are entitled to as much time 
as those opposed to it. 
· Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speake-r, in view of the statements that 
have been made I feel that there should be an arrangement made 
by which these six othe-r amendments would be explained, say, 
for five minutes on a side. I recognize that the Ways and 
Means Committee is familiar with each and every amendment, 
but I venture to say that a great majority of the Members of 
the House do not quite comprehend all of the other amend
ments, outside of amendments 371 and 373, and when we reach 
tile other amendments I think the chairman owes it to the 
House to explain at least to the extent of five minutes what 
each and every amendment is, and especially in view of the 
fact that we will have a separate vote on them. 

Mr. HAWLEY. This proposition can be easily solved if the 
opposition would agree to take up 371 and 373 first and debate 
on and decide them now and then take the others up after
wards. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I think that is not the logical way. My 
objection to the gentleman's suggestion that we take up first 
Senate amendments 371 and 373-371 is the Senate amendment 
on hewn logs and sawed lumber, and so forth. 

Senate amendment No. 371 is an amendment on hewn timber 
and one thing and another. I stated that I did not think that 
is a logical order in which to proceed. We ought to take up 
No. 369, which is logs. Then the other, No. 370, is cedar lum
ber; then the next, No. 371, is the Jones amendment. That is 
my reason for objecting a while ago to considering the amend
ment on timber and telephone poles and shingles and then going 
back to your logs. I think I shall continue to object to re
quests of that kind. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, in view of the statement 
just made by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY], I 
imagine it is his purpose to object tp a unanimous-consent ar
rangement, for the reason that it does not now appear to the 
gentleman that it will carry out his original jntention as to 
fairness in the distribution of time. I demand the regular 
order. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I think the request for 
unanimous consent has been agreed to, but I ask that the time 
already allotted to the gentleman from Oregon be increased by 
30 minutes. I make this further suggestion that as each amend
ment is proposed, 10 minutes on a side, for and against the 
amendment, be allowed. 

Mr. HAWLEY. What amendment? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. All the amendments. First, we closed 

general debate. My request goes to the giving to the gentleman 
from Oregon 30 additional minutes. Then I suggest that as ~ec
tion 309 comes first, 10 minutes on a side be allowed on that 
particular amendment, or 5 minutes, to comply with the sugges
tion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

l\1r. HENRY T. RAINEY. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I understood the gentleman's proposition is now to 
give the gentleman from Oregon 1 hour and 45 minutes and 
this side 1 hour. I do not think that would be fair. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. What part of the hour does the gentleman 
intend to use on free lumber and logs? Does the gentleman 
propose to divide his time? 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. I do not know how it will be 
divided, but I will yield to everybody on this side, for or 
against it. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The suggestion was that the gentleman 
from Illinois should have an hour and I have 45 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Oregon half an hour. I do not think that 
would be fair. My suggestion goes on the assumption that the 
gentleman from illinois is going to use his time for free logs 
and free lumber, and I ask that the gentleman from Oregon be 
given 30 minutes additional. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. I will yield to gentlemen, for or 
against free logs on this side. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order. 
The SPEAKER. The regular order has been changed very 

much by recent developments. ·Has the gentleman from Oregon 
a proposition to make? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I ask unanimous consent that debate on all 
the items in dispu~e in this schedule be limited . to two hours 
and a half; that one hour be given to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY], one-half hour given to the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. RAMsEYER], and one hour given to myself. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unanimous 
consent that in the debate on all the wood items the time be 
limited to two hours and a half; one hour to be controlled by , 
the gentleman from Illinois, one hour by the gentleman from ' 
Oregon himself, and one-half hour by the gentleman from Iowa. : 
Is the_re objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 

insist on its disagreement to Senate amendment 369. 
The SPEAKER. That comes after the debate is over. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I understood the Speaker to say it should be 

before. 
The SPEAKER. That is not in accordance with the general 

order. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 

Washington [Mr. JoHNSON]. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington is recog

nized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker and Members 

of the House, it must be apparent to all, from the difficulties 
just experienced in the efforts to fairly divide the time for and 
against these several items in the wood schedule-four or 
more-that we have not received a fair division for the reason 
that one schedule involves more or less another. The first 
schedule to be considered, if the order is to be strictly followed, 
is that in the paragraph with regard to the duty on logs. This 
tariff, in my opinion, is important, in that it carries out the 
fundamental principle of the protective tariff system. We have 
a log tariff now under certain conditions. I favor the contin
uance of that duty. To vote for Chairman HAwLEY's motion 
will be to keep that small tariff. But, Mr. Speaker, the lumber 
manufacturers of Puget Sound import a very small percentage 
of duty-paying logs from British Columbia, not over 2 per cent, 
according to the statement of Mr. Ripley, of the Wheeler-Os
good Co., Tacoma, page 2684 of the House hea_rings, January 17, 
1929. He says that this importation does not in any way dis
turb the log market or affect log prices in Washington. So to 
vote for the $1 log tariff should not disturb anyone, even 
though this particular item is more ·peculiarly a State-of
Washington matter than other items in the wood schedule, for 
the South, the Gulf States, and the Atlantic States have vital 
interests in the others. 

But the question of a log tariff is up ; it must be voted on. 
Some economists would treat the log as a raw material. But 
it is not, strictly speaking. The felling of the log in the woods, 
the trimming of it, the cutting of it into lengths, and the car
rying of it to the market all involve labor cost, all of which 
must be added to the original cost of the timber. Now, the 
original tree in the forest has costs, too-taxes, fire protection, 
and all that. It is not a free gift. 

'l'he question of the tariff on the log is as old as the question 
of the tariff on the hide, that makes the leather, that makes 
the saddles and the shoes. We have all heard the arguments 
for tariffs on hides, combined with the arguments by the same 
people for no tariff on leather. Well, that will not work, and 
we have those out in the Pacific Northwest who argue for free 
logs and ask for a tariff on the manufactured lumber. Each 
and all of you have received dozens and dozens of letters along 
that line. But please do not let those letters confuse the situa
tion. The manufacturers need the protection badly, as we hope 
to show. 

We feel that even the small tariff of 75 cents a thousand feet 
on lumber is vitally necessary because of the seriously depressed 
condition of the lumber indush·y, the lower-cost foreign com
petition, the impending heavy increase in lumber imports from 
Russia, and the necessity of maintaining continuity of em
ployment of labor in localities where no other employment is 
available. 
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In this connection J call attention to the letter of the Na

tional Lumber Manufacturers' Association of April 28 and their 
resolutions, which I can only mention but will append. They 
call attention to the fact that lumber manufacture is the 
third greatest industry; to the lower costs of production in both 
Canada and Russia, and to our restrictions under coastwise 
shipping laws. Gentlemen, our costs and handicaps are con
siderably greater, all of the charts and tables that will be 
presented to the contrary notwithstanding. 

You will be shown a lot of charts and tables in an effort to 
make you believe that on the United States side of the line, in 
the Pacific Northwest, we are giants and that our Canadian 
competitors are mere pigmies. Well, competitive conditions are 
somewhat the same, except that there is a very much larger 
population in western Washington than there is in British 
Columbia. We have 10 big mills for every 2 over the line. 
British Columbia, everything else being equal, would like to keep 
its logs at home and have them manufactured there into lumber, 
and then send that lumber into the great markets of the United 
States without any duty. So Canada checks the export of logs 
by an export duty. Canada wants more big mil~s, and can only 
maintain them if she can enjoy the benefits of our great market 
without a tariff. That is why this great fight. That is why this 
great Canadian-abetted lobby has been maintained here in Wrrsh
ington for months and months, working day and night. That 
is why there has been more mail sent to all the Members on this 
item than on any other 10 items in the whole tariff bill. I will 
state it more simply. To me it is clear that those who are mak
ing this fight for free importation of these items in tb.e log and 
lumber industry are those who have got their bread buttered 
on the wrong side--American capital invested in Canada to the 
extent of almost $500,000,000. 

Once they are there with that capital, how :fine for them if 
they can have a free market in the United States, with its 
120,000,000 people. Uncle Sam is their Santa Claus. 

Do not delude yourselves, you Members from the big agri
cultural districts. Your constituents will get neither lumber 
nor shingles 1 cent cheaper. Free traoe all these years has 
about put the Pacific Northwest out of competition in your 
localities. You lose. We lose. We must go more and more 
into the foreign-cargo business, and from the charts banging 
out there in the Speaker's corridor, that Iowa and Minnesota 
even begrudge us that great and increasing export business. 
But not so-not Minnesota and Iowa-but Americans with 
interests in Canada making a big noise by way of the upper 
Mississippi Valley. For these investors in Canada it is a prac
tical proposition. Their investment is over in Canada. Their 
market is over here in the United States. Canada bas 10,000,000 
people; we have more than 120,000,000. Why, it is better than 
reciprocity. It is the whole works, with none of the draw
backs or offsets. 

How would it be if four or five hunfired million dollars of 
American capital should go up north of Minnesota or north 
of Wisconsin, into Canada and organize a great dairy industry 
for the making of butter, cheese, dried milk, and fresh milk, 
and once having that organization and the industry building 
and advancing, then organize great propaganda to demand the 
free import of that product into the United States? 

What would Wisconsin say? What would Minnesota say? 
What would the Dakotas say? Locate it across from Buffalo 
and what would New York say? They would protest just as all 
of us on both sides of the ais-le now protest when we bear that 
Henry Ford bas gone to Ireland to make automobiles and parts 
to send back here, or when we bear that some great Chicago 
department-store industry bas gone to Japan and set up Ameri
can machinery the.re to make shirts and caps and other articles 
to send back to this country, made with that cheaper outside 
labor. And the Sbevlins, the Carpenters, the Bloedels, and 
others with their money invested in Canada have actually asked 
our Pacific Northwest manufacturers of lumber to write the 
letters they have sent to all of you asking for free 1ogs to 
butter their Canadian bread for them. What do thev care if 
the Washington and Oregon manufacturers jeopardize their 
chances for a tariff on manufactured lumber? Can not the 
lumber then come in free? They can not lose. Our American 
citizens, owners, workers, taxpayers can lose, and if they do 
lose they should know that they have been cat's-paws and noth
ing else. 

You have read the charts out in the hall. You noticed that 
they called attention to the great exports from the State of 
Washington-Japan, China, Am;tralia, South America, and to 
other foreign countries-as compared with similar exports to 
these foreign countries from Canada. They a~k why. They 
print on . their Canadian-inspired charts that our costs are less. 
That is not the reason. The true answer is simple. In Wash
ington and Oregon we have m~!!Y times the populatio!l: of 

BritiSh Columbia; many times the number of mills. Our indus
try is older. 

In the hard competition, the North Pacific has lost more and 
more of the Middle West market. It has been driven more 
and more into the great world competition. Having more mill , 
more men, and more necessity, we have earned foreign business. 
Do they begrudge us that? It seems so. The fight bas become 
so personal, so bitter that they want us to starve to death. 

l\1r. Speaker, it is stated on these charts that inasmuch as 
Canada is one of our best buyers, we should be " open bouse " 
for Canada-that open bouse for lumber, but not for anything 
else. They say Canada will retaliate. Whv Canada has lum
ber tariffs now, and every other kind of tariff that she can put 
on against the United States. My friends, I am firmly of the 
belief that the great trouble with Canada is that while that 
friendly neighbor of ours bas tried its best to carry it pro
tective tariff laws as far as it can, Canada, by being required to 
hold free-trade relation with its mother country, England, can not 
get well under way as a manufacturing country. Year by year 
Canada will grow in general manufacturing; will grow away 
from free trade with England, and will compete more and more 
with United States manufactures. That being the case, I think 
it is our right to try to keep the lumber and all other industrie 
on this side of the line. In the dis.trict in which I live and 
which I have the honor to represent, in the last 15 years' hun
dreds of shingle ~ills have gone down and out. As many have 
opened up in Canada. In the little city where I Jive, a little 
city of 14,000 people, there are to-day hundreds of beads of 
families who have had no work since Christmas. And the mills 
are still shutting down. Overproduction, loss of markets, col
lapse of the lumber industry. It is not pleasant. 

Telegrams indicate that in an effort to curtail overproduc
tion there will be in a few weeks' time many thousands out of 
work in western Washington. .Must we continue to divide a 
shattered market? But we have struggled through other greater 
depreSsions. We have been badly treated by the protectionists 
in the past, but still we know the advantages of the protective
tariff theory. We want you to prosper, but if you drive us on to 
the verge of bankruptcy and unemployment we can not buy the 
Iowa hams, the Mas acbusetts blankets, or the Connecticut 
hardware. You do not realize it, but as we sink you get the 
backwash sooner or later, and as you have more population in 
the factory cities, you get the greatest political kick-back. Your 
people can not go to the fields and fisheries. We have done it 
before and can do it again. We suffer in a land of opportunity 
and plenty. Take your protective tariffs, give us none, and you 
are the loser in the long run. 

My studies have led me to believe firmly that all the protec
tive ~ariff bills ever enacted by the Congress ba ve been good, 
more or less. British economists admit that the principle of 
the protective tariff has advanced the United States not less 
than 50 years ahead of every competing country, including 
Great Britain and Germany. 

Mr. KORELL. Will the gentleman discuss comparative costs 
between the United States and British Columbia? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Canada has the best of it 
on that. I hope the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. KoRELL] will 
get time to discuss that in detail. I am so limited for time. 
- There came two weeks ago to Olympia Harbor in the district 

I represent a ship from Vladivostok, Russia, loaded with lumber 
for France. It was making a 12,000-mile trip to dump that 
Russian lumber onto France cheaper than France can get it 
from Sweden. The ship took on a few heavy timbers at Olym
pia, Wash., of a kind larger than easily found in Russia, as 
the timber there is more of the size of southern pine. That 
ship is a Pacific coa t forerunner of the new competition. You 
will hear more of it in many lines-wheat, among others. 
Russian lumber is now in the New York market, unloaded at 
the Poughkeepsie yards which the West set up. What you pay 
for Russian lumber will buy nothing in the United States except 
some sawmill machinery with which to make more lumber to 
throw into the market against Pacific coast and against south
ern· lumber. 

In conclusion, it is my observation and belief that 70 ·per cent 
of all the logs, all the lumber, and all the hingles manufactured 
in British Columbia have at some time in the proce s of the 
work been handled more or less by Oriental labor. In Wash
ington and Oregon we have stood from the beginning against 
Oriental labor of any kind, until at last we are practically 
without it. Once the Chinese, later the Hindus flocked in on 
us. They are now in British Columbia. They have become 
proficient, and better paid than formerly, but they work longer 
hours, they work cheaper, they live cheaper, .and they help 
neither the community nor the industry. If this Canadian 
competition goes on, as it has been outlined and apparently 
desired by many, the industry in British Columbia will in-
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·crease rapidly, while ' the industey in · Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and California will decline; more of our capital and 
more of our population will follow industry into British Colum

. bia. Once there they will buy from London and Liverpool, 
and not from Minneapolis, New York, and New England. 
[Applause.] 

I ask as a fair deal and as a general equity that you give us 
these tariffs, which are very modest and almost nothing as 
compared with the whole list. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Washington has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without <>bjection, it is so or
·dered. 

There was no objection. _ 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Under permission granted I 

append in full the resolutions of the National Lumber Manufac
turers' Association, to which I referred, and I regret that I can 
not use at this time other important resolutions from the labor 
·and other organizations: 

RESOLUTION IN FAVOR OF A TARIFF ON LUMBER IMPORTS 

Whereas imports o! lumber from Canac.ia and Russia are contributing 
to the present universal, recognized depression in our industry ; and 

Whereas woods labor of western Canada is found by the United States 
Tariff Commission to be largely Oriental and therefore cheaper than 
American labor ; and 

Wherea Russian labor is practically forced labor, Russian timber 
has been taken from the owners without llayment, and the Communist 
Soviet government operate without regard to any law or rule of God 
or man; and 

Whereas our industry, the third largest in the United States, is 
entitl-ed to equal treatment with all other industries; and 

Whereas everything our industry buys is bought in a protected 
market; and 

Whereas we ought not to be compelled to buy in a protected market 
and to sell our product without similar tariff protection ; and 

Whereas the cost of production is less in both Canada and Russia 
than in the United States; and 

Whereas the United States coastwise laws place an d.dditio:c..al burden 
·on our industry and its products in the shipment of lumber !rom Wash
ington, Oregon, and California ports to our Atlantic ports in competition 
with British Columbia; and 

Whereas the farmers own m-ore than 100,000,000 acres of forest land 
and are suppliers of timber and logs to the lumber industry to the 
exten t of billions of feet annually : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the directors of the National Lumber Manufacturers' 
Association indorse and urge the adoption of the duty on lumber and 
lumber products in the tariff bill now before Congress ; and be it 
further 

&lsolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to each Member of 
the Senate and the House of Representative& of the Congress of the 
United States. 

APRrr.. 25, 1930. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minute~ 
·to the gentleman from G·eorgia [Mr. CRISP]. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, I have given 
considerable thought to the question now before the House. I 
have had more communications and more telegrams from my 
own district requesting me to support a duty on lumber than 
for everything else in the ta..riff bill combined. Of course, I 
understand how those telegrams and letters originate. Propa
ganda from the lumber organizations. 

I do not believe a tariff on lumber is required by the busi
ness, and I know if it might benefit one of my constituents it 
would injure hundreds. I appreciate the gravity that is going 
to confront the country when this tari.f'f bill becomes a law. 
_Therefore I am not going to vote for a duty on lumber or vote 
to add any other burden to the American people through this 
bill. It is crushingly burdensome to them as it is now. 

I called attention yesterday as forcibly as I could to the 
danger to this country by these prohibitory tariff walls, stop
ping the importation of any goods into the United States. To
day only 4. 7 per cent of all the goods consumed in this country 
are imported, and the greater part of those are things we do 
not produce in this country. · 

I called attention yesterday to the protests being made by the 
foreign nations, and in the press to-day you will read where the 
Government of Canada in its budget yesterday raised its tariff 
rates and raised them to be retaliatory equal to the rates in the 
present bill, with the statement that if this law goes into effect 
they will be raised to be on a parity with this law. 

Canada is our best customer. One of the things we do get 
from Canada is lumber, and when you stop Quying anything 
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from Canada yOu are going to lose one of your best customers. 
You can not blame them for the action they have taken, be
cause tha.t is human nature. Under their budget they are to 
give preferential tariff rates to other nations that give them 
preferential rates. Consequently commerce will go from those 
other nations to Canada, and America will lose one of her very 
best customers. 

Gentlemen, you are carrying the tariff to a fanatical stage. 
You have got to think. Are we now having great Republican 
prosperity? If you would listen to the .Members of this House 
talk about the unemployment in their districts you would not 
think we had much of the boasted Republican prosperity in 
this country. 

Gentlemen, I fear this: If you .stop all foreign market for your 
surplus goods, whether agricultural or manufactured goods, you 
are going to have more m~ out of employment in this country 
because the factories are going to shut down. ' 

With American efficiency and American mass production we 
are producing, agriculturally and industrially, more goods and 
commodities than we consume and selling them abroad. Our 
exports and imP<>rts have been reduced $500,000,000 in the last 
three months of this year compared with three similar months 
in the last year. Gentlemen, stop and think. Stop and think. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr .. Speaker, I yield the gentle
man two additional minutes. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, there is only one other thought 
and I am talking seriously. I am going to vote against the 
duty which some of my constituents have asked me to support. 
But I am not going to do it because I do not believe it best for 
them or be t for the country. I was surp-rised at the silver 
vote a moment ago. I was surprised they did not give protec
ti<>n to silver. I voted against it, but when I consider what the 
Republican majority did with cement and everything else, I 
am surprised they took that one item ·and left it without a duty. 

I will give you another instance of how high this tariff is 
and how wild the maj'ority has go.ne with reference to the 
tariff. One of the three items which the Tariff Commission 
reduced was paintbrush handles under Mr. Coolidge's adminis
tration. 

After an investigation by the Tariff Commission under the 
flexible clause the President reduced the duty from 33lh per 
cent to 16 per cent; but do you know that in this bill the Re
publican conferees have run it back up to 33lh per cent, notwith
standing the fact that Mr. Coolidge, after an investigation by 
the Tariff Commission, had reduced it to 16 per cent. That 
L-;; but an illustration of it. Oh, my colleagues, one swallow does 
not make a summer, and a few months in business does not 
mean that there is prosperity in business. If you stop all im
portations of all commerce into this country, you will get the 
enmity of all the nations of the world ; they will not deal with 
you, ann business will be in a chaotic state. Thousands of our 
workmen now with jobs will be thrown out of employment and 
our economic condition will be made more intolerable than it is 
at present. Stop and think. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Georgia has again expired. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes 
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM]. 

Mr. LINTIDCUM. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this pro
posed tariff on lumber. There are several reasons it seems to me 
to be unwise, and one particular reason is because we should 
conserve as far as possible the lumber supply of our country. 
If Oanada is willing to cut her timber and send it in for our 
use, it seems to me we should let her do it. All the lumber that 
comes in from Canada saves our timber interests to that extent. 

Lumber is used these days primarily in the construction of the 
homes of our people, mostly the homes of people of small means. 
This duty would add about $138 to the lumber bill of the medium 
home. The great buildings and the homes of the rich are con
structed mostly of fireprqof material and substitutes for lumber, 
but the homes of the men of small means are constructed en
tirely of lumber. This is, therefore, no time to · place an addi
·tional charge upon the bread-winner. 

You speak of high wages and prosperity on the one hand, and 
then you endeavor by high protection to take away from the 
wage earner a large part of his salary. Lumber has been free 
for many years. We have been doing business with Canada 
in lumber and other products to the extent of $948,440,000. 
While we have bought from Canadn: only $503,447,000, showing 
.an exact difference between what we have sold them and what 
we have bought of $445,000,000 in our favor, we even export 
more lumber to Canada than she does to us. We sell to 
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Canada $2 for lumber to every 60 cents Canada sells us, and 
yet these ultraprotectionists would place a duty on lumber. 

Why should we strike at a country of our own blood, and our 
best customer? Moreover, there has been a constant c-ry for 
conservation, for reforestation, and other methods of prolong
ing our timber supply. To place a duty on lumber will mean 
the incre~sed cutting of our forests and the rapid devastation 
of our timber. 

We were called here to pass legislation in the interest of the 
farmer, and this bill is diametrically against it. The f armer 
buys 50 per cent of all our lumber and 75 per cent of all our 
shingle , so whatever duty is placed upon lumber will be more 
than half borne by the f armers, and the other half practically 
borne by the small home owne~. 

CEMENT 

Yesterday we discussed the duty on cement. The House had 
placed a duty of 8 cents per 100 on cement, and the Senate re
duced this to 6 cents. The agreement to concur in the Senate 
agreement making it 6 cents was agreed to. Thus yau see that 
the ultraprotectionists have placed a duty on one of the great 
nece sities of building and one of the ingredients which goes 
into so many things in the building of a home. 

There are about 176,000,000 barrels of cement manufactured 
in the United States yearly, 39,000,000 of which are manufac
tured along the Atlantic coast. Only 3,000,000 barrels of cement 
was imported in 1929, so these ultraprotectionists prop::>se to 
increase the price on 176,000,000 barrels of cement in order to 
keep out 3,000,000 barrels which were imported. 

Cement at 70 <;!ents per 100 pounds with a duty of 6 cents will 
likely increase the cement cost to the home builder more than 
10 per cen~. I am perfectly satisfied that there should be suffi
cient duty to equalize the difference in co t of production to 
maintain the standard of wages in this country, which I am 
in favor of maintaining, and if labor receives protection in an 
amount equal to this difference, I am sure it will be satisfied, 
but to place a duty on articles far in advance of this necessity 
of equalization is to take from the pockets of the people a tax 
which does not go into the Treasury of the United States to 
any extent , but rather into the hands of the manufacturers. 
For instance, it will not be the 176,000,000 barrels which will 
pay a duty to the Government, but only the 3,000,000 which 
were imported ; the increase on the cost of the 176,000,000 by 
virtue of the duty will be velvet in the hands of the cement 
makers. 

SUGAR 

One of the most important ar:ticles in the tariff bill is sugar, 
because that touches the pocketbook of e\eryone. The H ouse 
placed a duty of 2.40 cents on sugar. The Senate reduced 
it to 2 cents. The conference committee recommended a com
promise of 2.20 cents. The H ouse under the vote taken upon 
the conference report has instructed the conferees to agree upon 
2 cents per pound for sugar. This reduction was accomplished 
by the Democrats and the Progressi\es of the House and will 
save the people $60,.000,000 per annum; and, even at the 2-cent 
rate, it will cost the people $32,000,000 additional, which, to
gether with the $216,000,000 they are paying under the Fordney
McCumber tariff, will cost them $248,000,000. 

Surely it is an expensive proposition to keep the sugar bowl 
filled under the ultraprotectionists' tariff act. There has been 
no reason for this increase. The Government did not need this 
additional revenue because it has just lopped oft $160,000,000 
on income tax early in the present session. This tax on the 
nece sities of life. is one which should be avoided whenever and 
wherever possible. It is a terrific burden upon the consumers 
who are hard pre sed as it is. 

BILLION DOLLAR BILL 

It is estimated the bill in its entirety will cost the American 
people $1,000,000,000 in addition to what they already pay. My 
colleague [Mr. CRISP] has well stated-

The mere words, a billion dollars, do not carry the magnitude of the 
amount. Let me give you this illustration: There bas been only 
1,020,000,000 minutes since the birth of Christ. Therefore, this bill 
adds to the burden of the American people an amount equal practically 
to $1 for every minute that ha elapsed since the birth of Christ. 

Mr. CRISP is a member of the Ways and Means Committee and 
highly informed on the question of tariff taxati<m. Let me 
therefore give some further figures from his remarks: 

Now, gentlemen, let me call your attention to a few of the schedules. 
You take cotton blankets. Under the existing law the duty is 25 per 
cent. In this bill it is increased to 52.20 per cent. Only 1 per cent 
of our production is imported and our exports are three times as much, 
yet the duty is doubled. Take wool blankets. The present rate is 61 ; 
it is increased to 67. The average importation of wool blankets amounts 
to $480,000 out of a production of $27,000,000. Take cloths and other 
he<>vyw,Gi.J:ht fabrics oJ: wo.o4 in the 1922 act 70 per cent, and in this 

bill 84 per cent. We produce $516,000,000 worth of these worsteds 
and the importations amount to $17,000,000, yet an 84 per cent tariff 
is placed on them. Gloves. Thirty-four million pairs of men's glove;; 
are produced in this country ; we imp c,:>rt 90,000, one-fourth of 1 per 
eent of our consumption, and they have raised the tariff on them to $6 
a dozen. Cotton shirts. We produce about $240,000,000 worth ; we 
import $61,000 worth and export to the amount of $2,000,000. They 
have incr eased the tariff from 35 to 45 per cent. Linoleums, which the 
T-ariff Commission says we sell to 50 nations in the world. They have 
raised the tariff from 35 per cent to 42 per cent. Our production is 
$42,000,000, our imports last year $785,000, and our exports $1,173,000. 
Slate, used for roofing and by school children. Our production, $11,000,-
000, imports $44,000, export s $417,000. They have increased the tarifl 
from 15 to 25 per cent. 

Steam turbines: Mr. CoLLIER has referred to them and stated that 
only one has beeu imported for a number of years, yet they increased 
the tariff from 15 per cent to 20 per cent. Umbrellas and parasols: 
Production, $23,000,000 ; imports, $152,000 ; exports, $185,000 ; and 
they have increased the tariff. Mr. COLLIER has referred to jewelry, 
and I will not refer to it again. Manufactures of base metals : They 
have increased the tariff from 40 per cent to 45 per cent. Our imports 
were $9,000,000, our exports $85,000,000, and our production $4,000,-
000,000, the exports being nearly ten times the amount of the imports, 
and the imports being only 2 per cent of the production; yet they have 
increased the tariff. Mechanical machinery and apparatus : Production, 
$1,3!>2,000,000; imports, $1,770,000; exports, $68,000,000, the imports 
being about one-tenth of 1 per cent ; and yet they have increased the 
tariff to 35 per cent from 30 per cent. Textile machinery: roduction, 
$93,000,000 ; imports, $4,000,000 ; exports, $6,000,000; and they have 
increased the tariff, althougl» the imports are less than 3 per cent, and 
the Tariff Commission says that some of the textile machines which 
come into the country from foreign countries are sold at a higher price 
than the American-made machines, and yet they increase the tariff. 
Take clothespins. They have increased the tariff from 90 per cent to 
121 per cent, and the imports have dropped from 1924, when they were 
$19,000, to $10,000 in 1929. Notwithstanding that, they have raised 
the rate to 121 per cent. This is a true picture of the so-called limited 
tariff revision. · It could not have been more general. 

The average rate for all schedules in the present law is 34.59 per 
cent, whereas in the pending bill it is increased to 40.97 per cent. 

I am sorry the Republican Party feels the necessity for in
creasing tariff rates. I fear that party has become obsessed 
with the idea that an increase (}f tariff duties is a panacea for 
all ills. If we would have our people fully employed, we must 
have access to the markets of the world. If we would bring 
home the wealth of the Indies, we must take with us the wealth 
of the Indies ; in other words, we must trade with the world in 
order to increase our commerce. 

If we would have the nations pay off the debts they owe us, 
we mus t allow them to have :(air trade relations with u . We 
can not by prohibitory tariff rates do business with the world. 
Mr. Marvin, of the Tariff Commission, cites the fact that our 
exports and imports during the last three months have decreased 
$500,000,000. Unless this is remedied, it means $2,000,000,000 
less business with the nations of the world. A tariff to equalize 
the cost of production at home and abroad is a fair basis, and 
should be adhered to. [Applause.] 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 15 minutes, 
and I hope the Speaker will notify me when my time is up. 

The gentleman from Washington [l\fr. JoHNSON] stated this 
agitation against the duty on lumber is inspired by those who 
have invested in timber lands in Canada to the extent of 
$500,000,000. 

Now, I do not know to what extent investments have been 
made in Canada. The gentleman then tried to draw a parallel 
with Ford manufacturing cars abroad and some other things 
of that kind. I have tried to tell this House several times that 
every commodity, from a tariff standpoint, stands on its own 
bottom and has its own peculiar situation, which is usually dif
ferent from that of any other commodity. 

We hear fellows get up here and say, " Yes ; I am a Republi
can protectionist. I am for protection on everything produced 
in America." We hear them say this one day and the next day 
they oppose a duty on silver. [Laughter.] Well, the day be
fore they ought to have stated why they were for protection on 
one item outside of the fact they are Republicans, and then the 
next day ·they ought to have given the reason why, as Republi
cans, they were not for a duty on silver. Republican PFOtectiou 
does not mean a tariff duty on everythlng. 

The lumbe.r situation is different from any other situation 
we have. The gentleman refers to the shingle mills having gone 
broke. There are shingle mills that have gone broke. Lumber 
mills have gone broke. Out in the hallway there are charts 
showing the ownership of the stumpage or the timberlands. 
I could not bring all those charts in here, but they will show 
you how the ownership of the timberlanl). is concent.rated in 
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the hands of a few large lumber companies. The story before 
the Ways and Means Committee as to the prosperity or distress 
of the lumber and shingle industries simply resolv~s itself to 
this: The lumber companies that had their own stumpage and 
bought it years ago, before the high timber market pe.riod of 
1922 and 1923, have been making money during th_e last 10 
years. I have charts here showing the percentage of profits 
they have made. These charts have gone into the Senate rec
ord and I shall not take the time to either insert them in the 
RIOOORD or advert to them. 

The secret of the success or failure of the lumber companies 
is that those companies that had their own stumpage have been 
making money. The companies that have mills only and must 
buy their stumpage are at the mercy of the timber lords, and 
a duty on logs and a duty on timber, according to the best ex
pert advice I could get, would sim,ply enable the timber owners 
to charge more for their stumpage ~d would not change ~e 
&ituation at all as to the independent m.1lls that have to buy thett 
stumpage or their logs; and the most propaganda you have re
ceived in the last 10 days has been from Tacoma. Wash., Bel
lingham, Wash., Spokane, Wash., and Seattle, Wash., from mills 
asking that l9gs be permitted to come in free. . Th~e are the 
mill owners who have to buy logs to opernte their mills. They 
want logs to come in free, so they will not be at the mercy of 
the timber owners of their own State. Now, this is all there 
is to it, so far as--

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? · 
Mr. RAMSEYER. May I go on now? I did not interrupt 

the gentleman when he spoke. The gentleman can answer me 
in his own time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman has more time 
than I had. Will the gentleman allow me to make this state
ment? It is interesting to know that a majority of those letters 
written by the manufacturers who do not own logs were written 
because they were instigated by Mr. Bloedell, who owns Canad
ian timber. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Bloedell is a very high-class lumberman 
and he is an intelligent lumberman. He is a constituent of the 
gentleman's colleague [Mr. HADLEY]. I remember his testimony 
before the committee very well, and his attitude on free lumber 
and free shingles is the attitude of hundreds of lumber mill ar:d 
timber owners in the United States. I doubt whether there IS 
a more intelligent lumberman in the United States than Mr. 
Bloedell. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman means in 
Canada. . 

1\Ir. RAMSEYER. No ; not in Canada. Mr. Bloedell has lum
ber mills and shingle mills in the United States. He has no 
shingle mills in Canada. 

Mr. KORELL. Then may I ask his reason for spending the 
amount of money he has spent in sending out this propaganda 
against a tariff? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I can not yield to the gentleman. I do 
not mean to be discourteous, but I want to go on now and give 
you some reasons why we should continue to have free logs and 
free timber and free shingles. I will tell you another reason 
the lumber mills are in distress and the lumber industry in 
the dumps, and it is the same reason that many other industries 
are now in the dumps. Right here is a tale I want you to hear. 
In 1921 the farmers of the United States used in construction 
material of the value of $899,000,000. In 1928 the same number 
of farmers, with the same need for construction of buildings then 
as in 1921, only bought $363,000,000 worth of construction 
materiaL 

We have a live-wire chairman of the Federal Farm Board. 
Day before yesterday he went before the chamber of commerce 
and told 'ts membership where to head in on the agricultural 
marketing act and he also told them why the lumber industry is 
in the dumps.' Nearly 50 per cent of the lumber is used on the 
farm; 70 per cent of the shingles is used on the farm. 

Mr. Legge knows that. Let me read you a paragraph from 
Mr. Legge's addre s. In yesterday's CoNGRESSIONAL REXX>RD, on 
page 8129, I inserted his speech before the chambe_r of commerce 
and what he said on lumber. 

I regret to state that I never met Mr. Legge, but I am going 
to make myself an opportunity to get acquainted with that gen
tleman some time soon. Now, listen. This is supposed to be a 
farm tariff bill, and I will later show you another reason why 
the conferees think it is a farm tariff bill. 

In the last column on page 8121 Mr. Legge says-and remem
ber that there is no better business man in the United States 
than Mr. Legge. He says: 

Many of the lumber mills of the country are closing down, others are 
operating part time, and few, if any, of them are breaking even on the 
propo~itJon-

That is as strong as the gentleman from Washington could 
make it-
au due to a very sharp decline in the consumption of lumber in the 
country. It is perhaps natural for us to think of this in the terms of 
steel, concrete, and other substitutes that have taken the place of 
lumber in many forms of construction, but the facts are that over 50 
per cent of the decline in lumber buying, as compared to the higher 
records of years past, is represented in reduced farm purchasing. Th_e 
farmer uses no substitute steel or concrete or anything else, lumber still 
being the cheapest material from which he can build a home for himself 
or shelter for his livestock. 

Why does this curtailment amount to almost cessation in farm buy· 
ing? The answer is that under conditions existing in recent years, and 
still prevailing, there is nothing to encourage the farmer to improve 
his property. 

Bring us into a condition to increase the purchasing power 
of the farmer, so he can increase the consumption of lumber 
100 per cent, and our lumber industry will get back on its feet, 
and it will not get back on its feet until you bring about a 
condition like that. [Applause.] The farmer has a low pur
chasing power ; he uses lumber, and you propose to help him by 
increasing the price of lumber, without, on the other hand, in
creasing his purchasing power. [Applause.] 

That is the proposition. That is why I am following Mr. 
Legge for free lumber and against' the Jones amendment. I am 
for free shingles and free lumber, and those who have the in
lerest of agriculture at heart and are concerned about the wel
fare of the farmer ought not to vote to put 1 cent of duty on 
lumber and shingles. 

Mr. KORELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. No. I am going to refer to the Jones 

amendment and show you how the conferees love the farmer. 
It is in the Jones amendment, numbered 371. You ought to 
familiarize yourself with it. That amendment proposes to put 
a duty of $1.50 on timber and sawed lumber, and it includes 
telegraph poles, railroad ties, trolley poles, electric-light poles 
of any wood. 

Now, who uses telegraph poles and the railroad ties? The 
public-utility corporations. 'Vho uses sawed lumber and lumber 
not specially provided for 1 The farmers use 50 per cent of it. 
They propose to ·offer an amendment to agree to the Senate 
amendment striking out railroad ties, telegraph poles, and so 
forth, which will cheapen the material to the public utilities, 
but to leave on the dutiable list the hewn and sawed timber and 
lumber that the farmer has to buy. Great goodness, to what 
extent we are going to give relief to the farmer in this bill ! 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Certainly. 
Mr. CRISP. In other words, the farmer asked for fish and 

they are giving him a serpent, so far as farm benefit is con
cerned. 

_Mr. RAMSEYER. So far as this wood schedule is concerned, 
I agree with the gentleman. We hope to change that before the 
day is over. 

I call attention now to these charts which have been brought 
into the Chamber. 

The first shows the export of logs (softwood) to Japan in 
1929. The total exports from British Columbia, Washington, 
and Oregon amounted to 316,023,000 board feet, of which British 
Columbia sent only 16.9 per cent and Washington and Oregon 
83.1 per cent. The inevitable conclusion from that is that Wash
ington and Oregon logs mu t have a lower production cost. 

The next shows the export of softwood lumber to Japan in 
1929 from British Columbia, Oregon, and Washington. The 
total amount was 667,349,936 board feet, of which British Co
lumbia exported 28.9 per cent and Washington and Oregon 71.1 
per cent. 

Next we have the exports of softwood lumber to China in 
1929. The total am unt from the Pacific coast was 377,975,457 
board feet, of which British Columbia exported only 11.7 per 
cent and Washington and Oregon 89.3 per cent. 

Next we have the softwood-lumber exports to Australia in 
1929. Total amount from the Pacific coast, 266,125,448 board 
feet, of which British Columbia exported 15.6 per cent and 
Washington and Oregon 84.4 per cent. 

Next are the softwood-lumber exports to the west coast of 
South America in 1929. From the Pacific coast there were ex
ported a total amount of 146,390,679 board feet, of which British 
Columbia exported seven-tenth of 1 per cent, and the rest of it 
was exported by Washington and Oregon. 

Here we have the total water-borne shipments of softwood 
lumber, domestic and foreign, for 1929 from the Pacific coast. 
The total was 5,536,184,720 board feet. Of that amount British 
Columbia exported only 14.4 per cent and the remaining por
tion is accountable to Washington and Oregon. 
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Softwood lumber exports to the United Kingdom and Europe 

for 1929 : The total amount from the Pacific coast was 354,-
287,704 board feet, of which British Columbia exported only 
19.5 per cent, the remainder being exported by Washington and 
Oregon. 

I wish now to call especial attention to the next chart, which 
shows the balance of trade with Canada in 1929. Canada is 
our best customer. We exported to Canada during that year 
goods to the amount of $948,440,000. The imports from Canada 
during that year amounted to $503,447,000, which left a balance 
of trade in our favor of $444,993,000. The source of this chart 
is the Department of Commerce. 

This next chart shows the balance in trade of the United 
States in wood and manufactures of wood for 1928. Exports 
amounted to $162,107,549, imports $80,139,475, leaving an excess 
of export to the amount of $81,968,074. -

As I said before Canada is the best customer that we have 
in the world, and now we propose to put up this barrier. 
Canada is especially sensitive, as I have said on other occa
sions, over our proposed duties on lumber and shingles, and the 
increased duties on froder cattle. This may j~opardize the 
great waterway on the St. Lawrence River. The President of 
the United States is doing his best now to negotiate an agree
ment with Canada in regard to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
waterway. That agreement is not going to be negotiated, as I 
understand i t until Canada knows how we are going to treat 
her in regard to the tariff. That, of course, is only an inci
dental argument. 

From the standpoint of competition, labor cost, the charts 
which are outside in the lobby show you all abou t shingles. 
Shingles in Canada, capital cost and every other kind of cost. 
are all higher than in this country. They pay as much to labor 
there as we do here. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. I am going to close now. 
Mr. CROWTHER. I ask the gentleman to yield in order 

that I may a k him a question. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Very well. I yield for a question. 
Mr. CROWTHER. What authority has the gentleman for 

the statement that an agreement in respect to the St. Lawrence 
Canal is contingent upon our tariff procedure in this bill? 
What is the gentleman's authority for making that statement? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is beside the main issue I am dis
cussing. I will not disclose to the gentleman my authority 
at this time, but I have the authority. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I think such a statement would warrant 
the gentleman disclosing his authority to the Cong1:ess of the 
United States. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is . j ust where the gentleman from 
New York and I differ. I am not going into that matter fur
ther, and I am not yielding to the gentleman. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I infer from the remarks of the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] that there is no lumber 
produced in the State of Iowa, and I also infer from the 
reports in the press this morning that Canada's objection is 
not to a duty on lumber but to what we have done with respect 
to increased rates of duties on agricultural products. 

In the short space of time at my disposal I intend to show 
that the arguments advanced against a duty on lumber are 
not well fou!lded. These may be briefly summarized as fol
lows: 

First. That a duty on lumber is not needed by that industry. 
Second. That Canadian costs of production are higher than 

those in the United States. 
Third. That such a duty would materially increase the cost 

of building homes, barns, and so forth, for farmers and others. 
This appears to be the objection most generally made. . 

Fourth. That conservation requires the indefinite reservation 
of our forest . In opposition to this we propose .the utilization 
of matured timber and the regrowth of new forests. 

Fifth. We maintain that the charts exhibited by the opposi
tion to a duty on lumber have no tariff significance but that 
they do show that the American manufacturers have ~ili~ently 
souaht markets in every part of the world for theu trmber 
products in an endeavor to secure prosperity for their industry. 

Sixth. That the departure from the policy of protecting this 
industry is a material factor in its growing depression in this 
country. 

Seventh. That the labor employed is entitled to the benefits 
of a protective tariff as much as labor . otherwise employed in 
the United States. 

The proposed amendment places a duty of 75 cents a thousand 
on lumber further advanced in manufacture than by planing on 
one side or edge;. and not including all rough lumber or lumber 
planed only on one side or on one edge from contiguous coun-

tries, which will come in free. I Ehall speak concerning the 
American industry generally, and the Pacific Northwest in 
particular. I understand thet·e is another gentleman who will 
represent the southern interests more specifically, who will speak 
also on imports of lumber from Russia. I am to speak particu
larly on the Canadian competition. 

UIPORTANCE 011' LUMBER INDUSTRY 

The lumber industry is one of the large t in the United 
States. Biennial census figures for 1927 show: "Lumber .and 
its allied products" (including remanufactures) as third in the 
list of 16 general industrial groups in number of wage earners, 
fourth in amount of wages paid, and eighth in the value of 
products. It is exceeded only by " textiles and their products" 
and " machinery " in number of wage earners, and by the textile, 
iron and steel, and machinery groups in wages paid. 

According to Government figures, in 1928, 13,268 mills re
ported manufactured product, which at the mill had a value of 
over $874,000,000. The census figures of employment for 1927 
show 552,787 men employed, who received in wages a total of 
$581,689,478, or 66% per cent of the money received by the 
mills for the product. 

A large number of the smaller mills did not report. The in
dustry states the total number of mills is approximately 20,000. 

Based upon its information, the Department of Commerce in 
1929 estimated that 886,889 persons were employed in this 
great industry at an annual average wage of $1,052. (This 
annual wage would have been larger except for unemployment.) 
The probable actual total pay roll is $1,000,000,000, and the total 
value of the product should be increased in proper relation. 

According to Government figures, the annual production in 
Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana is $326,219,099. Nor
mally the wages paid in the Pacific Northwest in this industry 
exceed $231,000,000 annually. 

According to census figures of 1925, thiB means that $40 out 
of every $100 coming into Oregon from the sales of products 
comes from lumber and allied products, or 40 per cent; and in 
Washington, 43 per cent; that 60 per cent of all wage earners 
in Oregon and 62 per cent of those in Washington were . em
ployed in the lumber industry. This industry is vital to these 
States and of great importance to others. 

Under normal conditions in the industry about 160,000 men 
are employed in Oregon and Washington. 

Officers of tbe Federation of Labor in these States state over 
their signatures that 80,000 of this 160,000, or 50 per cent, are 
unemployed. 

Government publications show that in 1928 and 1929 unem
ployment in the lumber industry over the entire United States 
exceeded 20 per cent; that is, some 175,000 persons were in en
forced idleness. This conditio11 we are asking Congress to 
ameliorate. The situation is not improving. 

During the past six years wages paid to labor have dimin
ished $73,000,000 per year. due to slackening in the industry. 

The production not only in the Northwest but in other States 
has decreased many billions of feet. 

Evidently there is a slackening in the industry and a serious 
unemployment situation, and this is not of sudden occurrence, 
but has been developing over a period of years. 

Forestry records show that 946,871 farmers, located in every 
State in the Union, including also the Dish·ict of Columbia, own 
35,270,527 acres of timberlands, from which they derive revenue 
from the sales of logs. The closing down of mills has caused 
a serious situation to them in several States. 

These facts are worthy of special emphasis. Including that 
portion of the industry that did not report for various reasons 
the number of mills is estimated to be about 20,000. The \alue 
of their product reported in 1928 "Yas $874,000,000. r:I:.he census 
figures show for 1927-the census being taken only in the o<ld
numbered years-the employment of 552,787 men, who received 
a total wage of $581,689,478. That is, out of every $3 that a 
mill man gets for his lumber he pays about $2 in wages to his 
employees--men in the woods, in the mills, in the yards. 

Taking into consideration the later figures, the total number 
of men engaged in this industry is 887,000, and the total pay roll 
is approximately a billion dollars. 

Evidently it is one of the largest industries in this country. 
It is the one industry that has not yet had recognition as to its 
needs of a protective tariff, so that it can adjust itself to a 
nOTmal basis and proceed in the production of this necessary 
material for our public use. If any industry can prove the need 
for a protective duty and the justice of its imposition, the lum
ber industry can fully do so. 

In the Pacific Northwest the value of the annual production 
of lumber and lumber products is $326,000,000. Forty dollars 
out of every $100 that comes into the State of Oregon and $43 
out of every $100 that comes into the State of Washington from 
the Sf!les of products comes from lumber. The wages normally 
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paid in this section of the country amount to $231,000,000, the 
largest pay roll we have. Sixty per cent of all tlle wage earners 
in the State of Oregon and 62 per cent of all the wage earners 
in the State of Washington are engaged in the lumber and allied 
industries. _ 

No wonder this industry is so important to our people, twho 
are asking you for this very moderate relief. The result we 
desire to attain is the stabilization of prices and the restoration 
to our pay rolls of about 80,000 men in the different employ
.ments in connection with the industry. Normally 160,000 men 
are employed in Oregon and Washington in the lumber business. 

The Federation of Labor officials in those States state over 
their signatures that 50 per cent of those men are now out of 
employment-that is, 80,000 men are out of employment-and 
in the whole United States at least 175,000 men are out of 
employment in the lumber industry. · 

There is a decided cessation in the industry and a large 
unemployment problem. 

I have here a list of the mills in the States of Washington 
and Oregon-hundreds of them-which, on account ·of economic 
conditions, have been forced out of business. In addition to 
those which have closed, many others are operating on part 
time or have greatly reduced their output, so that their output 
at present is about 37 per cent under normal. Also, the output 
of the industry has so decreased that in the country now it is 
about 10,000,000,000 feet less than it was in 19-23. The price of 
lumber at the mill has declined in that period of years; that is, 
from 1923 to the present time. There is no effort -on the part of 
the industry to maintain a high price for lumber. They can not 
even get a remunerative p1ice. 

I have given careful consideration to a great volume of facts 
and figures and found out what they show, although in 15 
minutes I can not present them in detail but can only present 
the conclusions that everyone who studies them must inevitably 
reach. 

In brief, I may say, speaking generally, that out of every 
dollar that the consumer pays for lumber the railroad getR 30 
cents, the retailer gets 30 cents, and the mill gets 40 cents, and 
27 cenfs of that 40 cents the millman pays to labor. That is, 
out of every dollar that the consumer :Qays for his lumber the 
millman gets only 13 cents for his ownership of the timber, for 
his taxes, for his overhead, for his management, for manufac
ture, and for his investment and profit, if any; 13 cents out of 
every dollar. Gentlemen, there is no other industry in this 
country that is compelled to operate on such a margin. 

Mr. SABATH. 1\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 
Mr. SABATH. In view of the fact that 30 cents out of 

every dollar is paid to the railroad for hauling the lumber, why 
do we go on and give the railroads free poles? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Railroad ties, trolley, telegraph, telephone, 
and electric-light poles are eliminated by the amendment. 

1\Ir. SABATH. You propose to put them on the free list, do 
you.? 

1\Ir. HAWLEY. I propose to put them on the free list. 
LOG COSTS 

The production of lumber begins with the cutting of the trees 
in the forests and the removal of the logs. This is the major 
cost in the production of lumber, including as it does the price of 
stumpage. The United States Tariff Commission in 19-29 made 
an extensive investigation into the costs of producing logs, and 
in their "Log report," pages 11 and 21, state the following con-
clusions: · · 
Cost of production per thousand board feet : 

~~~tiga~.~~~e_:'.=-.=-.=-~.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-.=-=.=-~~-=-~~~~===~::::::::::=::::::::=: $}~: ~~ 
Lower cost in Canada____________________________________ 1. 66 

That is, the single item of log costs alone is more than twice 
the rate of duty asked. 

In the sa1pe report, on page 7, the commission finds that if the 
costs of producing logs is extended to their delivery at tide
water, the cost in tb,e United States per thousand board feet 
is $19.10, and in Canada is $16.97, or a difference of $2.13 ~ 
favor of Canada. 

LABOR COSTS 

Since labor in opr camps and mills receives $2 out of every 
$3 which the millS receive from sales of their output the com
parative labor costs between our country and Canada are of 
the first importance. If time were available, I could present a 
very detailed study with corroborating evidence that white labor 
is paid $1.20 more in logging camps and $1.14 more in mills in 
our section of the country than are paid for such labor in 
Canada. 

I have here comparative tabulated lists of all employees in 
camps and mills in the United States and Canada, g:i,ving the 

description of the employment and the wages paid in each of 
the several occupations which prove the accuracy of the state
ment just made. Moreover, while Canadian camps and mills 
employ only 55 per cent of white labor, our mills employ 
99.9982 per cent white labor; Canadian camps and mills employ 
45 per cent orienta) labor, our mills employ only 0.0018 of 1 per 
cent of such labor. 

We earnestly urge that our American labor is entitled to con
sideration by the American Congress. 

ADVANTAGES TO CANADIAN OWNERS 

The advantages are stated in part by the Campbell River Tim
ber Co. (Ltd.), in their prospectus, circulated through the bond 
department of the Detroit & Security. Trust Co. for the sale · of 
bonds, dated January 1, 1927. I quote as follows from this pro
spectus: 

The timber covered by this mor tgage is h eld under lease and is subject 
to royalties fixed by the act of Parliament dated December ·19, 1924. 
These royalties are payable on lease timber as and when logged at rates 
ranging from 75 cents per thousand feet to $1.65 per thousand feet. 
In addition to these royalties, the company pays an annual fee of $140 
for each 640 acres. 

Among the advantages of Canadian-owned timber are: (1) The owners 
pay only ·a small annual fee in lieu of taxes, which is much less than 
the taxes on timberlands in the United States; (2) the royalties are 
payable only as the timber is cut, at definite rates fixed for a 10-year 
period by the Government; (3) lumber may be shipped to American 
ports in foreign vessels at lower freight rates than the rates of Ameri
can vessels plying between American ports. 

This prospectus states that in addition to the severence tax 
varying from 75 cents to $1.65 per thousand feet , which is less 
than the average stumpage charge in the Pacific Northwest, the 
company pays an annual fee of l$140 for eac:h 640 acr·es. 

Tax records on 31 typical sections in 10 counties of Oregon 
show an average annual tax per section of $1,732.44, while 50 
typical sections in 6 ·counties of Washington show an average 
annual tax per section of $3,211.02, with an average for the 
two States of $2,645.14 per 640 acres. British Columbia tax 
averages 1.7 cents per thousand feet of stumpage; Oregon tax 
averages 6.8 cents per thousand f Eet of stumpage. 

The quotation from the prospectus also states that-
Lumber may be shipped to American ports [from Pacific Canadian 

ports] in foreign vessels at lower freight rates than the rates of 
American vessels plying between American ports. 

That is, Canadian shippers can ship by tramp vessels to 
American ports, while American shippers must use American 
vessels only, with their higher standards of living and American 
rates of wages. On account of this difference in opportunity, 
the Canadian shippers have an advantage of from $1 to $3 per 
thousand in the shipment of lumber from Pacific to Gulf and 
Atlantic ports over the American shippers. 

The general result is that (exclusive of transportation) 
British Columbia costs are $2.61 per thousand board feet less 
than the costs to our producers in the Pacific Northwest. 

Prices at which Canadian mills offer lumber in their pub
lished circulars or price lists, as well as the prices shown by 
invoices, do not truly indicate the prices at which they -actually· 
sell in this country. Their .practice is to quote by private in
formation material reductions below the advertised or invoice 
prices. 

Prices quoted in circulars or invoices may indicate that the 
prices charged are higher than ours, but private information 
materially reduces them to purchasers. 

As to labor, I have a statement containing every occupation 
in the camps and mills in the United States and in Canada.' 
The American wage .earner is paid $1.20 more in the United 
States than in Canada, arid ih the mills $1.14 more in the United 
States than in Canada. The mills have advanced their wages, 
rather than reduced them, maintaining the American standan1s 
of living for the American workmen at their own expense. Our 
labor is white labor. Out of every 10,000 workmen employed in 
this country, and especially in my State, only 18 are orientals. 

Out of every 10,000 workmen employed in Canada, 4,500 are 
orientals-nearly one-half. We have 0.0018 per cent, and they 
have 45 per cent. I have here affidavits concerning the em
ployment of oriental labor in Canada which I will not have 
time to read. 

Mr. WOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HAWLEY. I will yield for a question. 
Mr. WOOD. Suppose a dwelling house were built entirely of 

lumber---
Mr. HAWLEY. Answering the question of the gentleman 

from Indiana concerning any cost a duty might add to the 
construction of a dwelling, I }}ave heard the most extravagant 
statements made, and the only way I can excuse them is on 
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account of ignorance. I think I can best answer this inquiry by uch lumber is dutiable. The tabulation I now present gives 
concrete instances of buildings commonly built in vnrious p:-_rts further details. 
of the country. 

Here is the picture of a house which cost from $1,900 to 
$2,000, ·containing 10,592 board feet of lumber. If that was all 
planed on more than one side, all dutiable, and the entire house 
was made of lumber, the duty on that lumber at the rate we 
propose would be $7.95. 

Here is another house costing from $2,500 to $2,700. The 
lumber in that house amounts to 12,622 board feet, and the duty 
on that would be $9.47, if it was all made of lun1ber and all 
dutiable. I have the bills for the lumber used in the constnw
tion of the houses to which I am calling attention attached to 
each illustration. · 

Here is a house costing $3,000 to $3.500, containing 14,885 
feet of lumber. The duty on that would be $10.66. 

Where would so small an item appear in the building of a 
hou.,e as an added cost? What contractor would take account 
of that item in a bid on a house costing $3,000 or $3,500? Also, 
to whatever extend rough lumber or lumber planed only on one 
side or edge is used, the duty will be reduced correspondingly. 

Here is another containing 12,208 board feet of luml>er. The 
duty on that lumber, if the house were all built of lumber, and 
it was all dutiable lumber, would be $9.16. 

Here is a very comfortable bouse costing $3,500, containing 
13,260 feet of lumber. The duty on that would be $9.90. 

Here is another one costing $3,600, containing 10,899 board 
feet of lumber. The duty would be $8.17, if all made of 
lumber and all dutiable lumber. In every house the rough lum
ber, or lumber planed only on one side or edge, wouhl not be 
dutiable, and so reduce the duties given. I am giving the high
est amounts. 

Here is one costing from $4,000 to $4,500, containing 15,060 
feet of lumber. The duty on that would be $11.05. 

Here is a house costing from $4,00{) to $5,000, containing 
13,825 board feet. The duty would be $10.37. . 

Size of house in feat 

22 by 24, with garage added ________ ___________ _ 

~ ~~ ~= = = ================================= === ~ ~~ ~~= = = ============================ ==== ==== 24 by 36 ______________________________________ _ 
24 by 34 ____ ___ _______________________________ _ 

~ ~~ ~~~~~=================== = ============ === 
~ ~~ !t~-:============================ === = ==== 24 by 26 ________ ______________________ _ 
28 by 31L _____ ----------- ____ - ------- __ ______ _ _ 
33 by 35 _________ _______________ _____________ _ _ 

Cost 

$1, 9.10-$2, 000 
2, 500--- 2, 700 
3, 300 
3, 000- 3, 500 
3, liOO 
3,600 
4, 590 
4. 000-- 4, 500 
4, 000- 5, 000 
5, 000-- 5, 500 
5, 000- 5, [00 
5, 500-- 6, 000 
6, 000 
6,300 
7,000 
8, 000- 9, 000 

Board 
feet 

10,592 
12,622 
12,208 
14,835 
13,205 
10,899 
14,625 
15, OGO 
13,825 
20, 043 
19,655 
20, 127 
17, 252 
18,654 
21,815 
24,445 

Duty 

$7.95 
9.47 
9.16 

10.66 
9. 90 
8.17 

10.97 
11.05 
10.37 
15.03 
14.74 
15. 10 
12. 9-i 
14. 00 
16. 11 
18.33 

Size in feet Cost I Bo.ud I Duty feet 

30 by 36_--- -------- - ----------- ~ ----- - --------------
30 by 48_--- ----------------- - --------------- - - ----- -
32 by 40_--- --------------- - -------------------------
54 by fia_-- - --------------------- ------- -------------
36 by 50_--------- - ---------------------- - --- -- ------

$1,380 
1, 470 
2, 070 
2, 000 
2, 525 

14,338 
19,073 
18, 923 
20,896 
23,800 

$10. 75 
14.30 
14.19 
15.67 
17.85 

Houses are built once in a lifetime, and, even if a duty of 
$10.37 could by any possibility be added to the cost of a bouse . These are. typical ba~ns, _well constructed, commodious, and 
which would last at least 30 years, it would only be 30 cents a high proport~onal to _their WH.lth _and length. . . 
year and would in no sense be a burden in building a house I This last Illustration I have I~ of a comb~ed corncrib and 
costing from $4,000 to $5,000. It would never be noticed. In granary, 26 fe_et by 32 "'feet, cost :ng ,$1.200, usmg 9,398 feet of 
fact, so small an amount would not appear in the cost. 

1 
lumbe_r, on whtcb the duty would be $7.~5 . 

The retailer, who gets 30 cents out of every dollar that the As m _the case of the houses the ~uttes. are computed o~ the 
consumer pays, would absorb it. assumptton that the barns and cnbs will be all of dutiable 

Here is another house <:osting from $5,000 to $5,500, contain- lu~ber, altbou?h ·a great deal of free lumber \Yill be used in 
ing 20,043 feet of lumber. The duty on that would be $15.00. their constructiOn. 

Here is a house costing from $5,000 to $5,500, containing I think these practical illustrations demonstrate the fact 
19,655 feet of lumber. The duty would be $14.74. How could that the proposed duty on lumber will not add to the costs of 
an item of $14.74 appear as an added cost in a house like that? buildings, and will leave the opponents of the duty without any 

l\lr_ RAl\lSEYER. Will the gentleman yield? reasonable ground for their opposition. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I yield. Also, buildings last for many years-say from 30 to 50 years. 
l\Ir. RAMSEYER. Will the gentlemah state what amendment Any duty, if it were paid on the lumber contained in them, 

he refers to? would not be a yearly cost, but should be divided by the num-
1\lr. HA. 1VLEY. The one I have proposed-75 cents per 1,000 ber of years the building will last. That is, even if the duty 

feet. were added to the cost, the average yearly cost would be negli-
Mr. RAMSEYER. But it also bas cedar lumber and logs. gible. The average amotmt of lumber used on farms for pur-
Mr. HAWLEY. But these houses do not contain cedar lum- poses other than buildings is 400 feet per capita, and the duty 

ber or logs. pakl, if all such lumber were dutiable, would be about 30 cents 
1\lr. RAMSEYER. But lumber i~ made out of logs. yearly. It is frequently alleged that a duty on lumber will 
Mr. HAWLEY. But when the duty is paid on lumber it is increase the cost of buildings, but no one has shown from the 

to be only 75 cents per 1,000 feet. pracUcal standpoint that this will be the result. 
Here is a house costing- from $5,500 to $6,000. It requires The rate on lumber in the Payne Act of 1909 was reduced 

20,127 feet to construct, on which the duty would be $15.10. from $2 to $1.25 per thou. and, and the duty was entirely re-
Here i an excellent house costing $6,000. There are 17,252 moved in the Underwood Act of 1913. In neitber instance was 

feet of lumber in it, on which the duty would be $12.94. the price reduced to the consumer because of these reductions 
I ha•e here in all pictures of 15 houses, varying in size and in rates of duty. 

in cost from $1,900 or "2,000 to $8,000 or $9,000. Many of these If reduced rates of duty did not reduce plices to the con
are accompanied by floor plans. All have attached to them umer, the small duty now proposed will not increa"'e them. 
the bills for the lumber used in their construction, and each This is further shown by the fact tbat prices· now fluctuate in 
house is to be built entirely of lumber. In computing the amounts much greater than the proposed duty and yet prices 
amount of duty in the lumber in each house all the lumber is to the consumer do not change with the fluctuations. 
COnsidered to"be imported and dutiable, but aS a matter Of fact LUMBER I~USTRY LARGE PURCHASER OF PRODUCTS OF OTHERS WHO ENJOY 
it will not be all dutiable. But by considering it all to be TARIFF PROTECTION 

dutiable the amount of the duty will be the largest amount that The lum!Jer industry necessarily is a purchaser of great quan-
could possibly be added to the cost of each house. It will, titles of products of American producers who have tariff protec
bowever, be readily apparent that the amount of the duty on tion, such as engines, cables, chains, machinery, repair })arts, 
the lumber used on each house is so small that it will not appear saws, tools, electrical machinery, and a long list of mill supplies; 
as an item added to the cost of a home. In other words, the and dutiable clothing; and dutiable agricultural products, meats, 
pending motion provides a duty of 75 cents per thousand, board cereal product , \egetables, including a varied list of food 
measure, from contiguous countries when such lumber is planed supplies; and dutiable canned goods. 
or surfaced on two or more sides or edges, and this duty is so Its prosperity benefits directly and indirectly the great indus
small that it will not be reflected in or added to the cost of tries and various communities in many parts of our country, 
any bouse. especially the agricultural and indush·ial sections. They have 
- Let me say again that the duties are computed on the basis been given at least fair rates of duty on their products. In all 

that each bouse is constructed ~ntirely of lumber and all of fairness and justice, we are warranted in urging their support 
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for the duty on lumber, in a bill providing expressly for protec
tion to American industry and labor. 

RAILROAD FREIGHTS 

For the year 1928 the products of forests represented 12.55 
per cent of total tonnage originating in we tern districts and 
paid $184,014,176, or 9.79 per cent of the freight revenue arising 
in such districts. 

In the entire United States forest products paid to roads origi
nating tonnage 7.53 per cent of the revenue and supplied 7.52 
per cent of the freight, which amounted to $363,617,993. This 
revenue and tonnage is not only important to tlie railroads, but 
because of the magnitude of both items, affecting 46 States, it 
influences the freight structure of the entire country. 

VARIATION IN MILL PRICES 

As is the case in the marketing of any highly competitive 
commodity, the mill prices of lumber are subject to continual 
change. They vary continually. Prices may fall or I'ise as 
much as $2.50 per thousand for common and up to $5 for 
higher grades without corresponding change in retail prices. I 
do not wish to be understood as malting an attaek on the retail 
yards. Theirs is largely a sE>asonal business, and they offset 
higher prices of one shipment against lower prices for another. 
But what I am urging is this : That' the retail price paid by 
the consumer is no index of the prosperity or disadvantage <>f the 
mills. The problem of the mill man is one of vigorous competi
tion in the domestic market with other American mills, com
plicated to his disadvantage by imports at lower costs of pro
duction than our own. 

COSTS TO THE CONSUMER 

The following statistics compiled from the actual figures of a 
large number of yards in the States named show that out of 
every dollar paid by the consumer the mills retain only 13 cents 
on the average for stumpage, investment, taxes, marketing~ and 
other charges, and that the 13 cents includes profit, if any. 
North and South DakOta, .pA,--year averages, 19!6-1.980, on fir and pine 

lumber of the kinds used in buildiflg houses and barns 

Excess of 
retail 

Mill 
prices Freight Retail priees 

prices {)Ver 
delivered 

costs 

--------------·1----1---- --------
Fir------------------------------------- .$20. 18 $13. 50 $48. 80 
Pine._------------------------------------ 23.32 12.00 53.47 

$15.12 
18.15 

Fir: Mill gets 41 per rent, railroad Zl per cent, and retailer 31 per cent of retail price 
which the eonsumer pays. · 

Pine: Mill gets 43.6 per cent, railroad 22.4 per cea.t, and retailer 34 per centolretail 
price which the ronsumer pays. 

Southern Minnesota and northern Iowa, 1r11ear averages, 1926-1930, on fit· 
ana pine ltnnber of the kinds used in bwil.ding houses ana ?Jarns 

Mill 
prices Freight Retail 

prices 

Fir--------------------------------------- $17.1>8 $16.75 $46.92 
Pine·------------------------------------- 22.18 14.83 53.50 

Excessoi 
retail 
prices 

O>er cost 
delivered 

$12.59 
16.49 

Fir: The mill receives 37.6 per cent, the railroad 35.7 per cent, and the retailer 26.7 
J;:er cent of what the consumer pays. 

Pine: The mill receives 41.7 per cent, the railroad 27.7 per cent, and the retailer 30.6. 
per cent of what the consumer pays. 

That is to say, generally, out of every dollar the consumer 
pays for lumber the railroad takes 30 cents, the retailer takes 
3~ cents, the mill receives 40 cents out of which the mill pays 
labor 27 cents, leaving the mill 13 cents. 

The interests especially opposing a duty on lumber are Ameri
can owners of Canadian timber, amounting to 1,011,084 acres 
valued at $443,806,000, the Canadian interests and lobby, the 
agricultural interests largely, and certain others commonly 
called "conservationists." _ 

We can not understand why those who favor a protective 
tariff on their products, as indicated by the several schedules 
in the tariff, should oppose a duty on lumber, which is the 
basic industry of large sections of our country, which is now 
in distress, where great unemployment exists, which has a .stead
ily decreasing output, whose depressed condition adversely af
fects the prosperity of millions engaged in businesses associated 
with the production of lumber, and in which prices have steadilY 
declined. 

I offer, in corroboration of the price decline, the following 
from the Report of the Forester, United States Department of 
Agriculture, for 1929, page 5: 

Average prices at millB 

1923 

Douglas fir ___ _ -------------------------------------- $28. 93 Southern pine_____________________________________ 30. 81 

1928 

$20.01 
25.32 

Decline 

$8. !}2 
5.4:9 

There is no combination among operators ·in an endeavor to 
maintain prices. This is a highly competitive industry. Mill 
price materially declined in recent years, as these official fig
ures show. The Bureau of the Census, Department of Com
merce, on Forest Products for 1928, page 17, presents the follow
ing statement of the 'decline in mill prices per thousand feBt on 
several varieties of soft lumber. 

Douglas fir ___ ---------------------------------------Spruce __________________________________________ _ 
Western yellow pine ________________________________ _ 
White pine _____________ -----------------------------
Yellow pine. __ --------------------------------------

CONSERVATION 

1923 

$26.90 
31.44 
23.84 
34.85 
29.82 

1928 

$19.02 
26.50 
20.00 
28.71 
24.62 

Decline 

$7.88 
4.94 
3.84 
6.14 
5.20 

One of the arguments against a duty <>n lumber is that we 
should conserve our timber resources. I believe the greatest 
authority on this subject is the Forest Service. For years the 
Forest Service has advocated as the true policy the cutting of 
timber when it is mature, as we do any other crop. The service 
sells annually large quantities of timber that it may be· used 
when best suited for use and ripened and depreciating timber 
give place to new growth; that is, their policy is based on utili
zation and regrowth. 

In the Pacific Northwest regrowth proceeds rapidly when pro
tected against fire. I know of tens of thousands of acres of 
splendid new forest that have sprung up within my memory. 
I know of second-gr()wth Douglas fir approximately 80 years 
old that is 4 feet in diameter (breast high) and 175 feet high. 
I know of vast areas where the timber is yearly deteriorating. 
This mature timber should be cut in the near future and so 
conserved for use. The proposal to keep our timber standing 
for future use while we use imported timber is not sound; it is 
wasteful. We would best serve another generation by uging 
our -own timber which is ready for use and then import timber 
while our crop is regrowing. 

A public policy proposing that private citizens should of 
necessity hold their private property at their own expense, pro
tect it from waste and fire, and pay taxes and interest on the 
investment is unfair. If the public desires to hold our timber 
uncut it should be purchased by the Government and held at 
the expense of all the people. 

The American lumber industry is depressed and declining, and 
the labor naturally employed by it is out of work and must seek 
employment in other industries, so increasing the pressure for 
remunerative toil. One of our most serious national problems is 
that of so administering our affairs that opportunities for employ
ment may be given to our rapidly increasing population. Our 
historic policy has been to give employment to American rather 
than to foreign labor. While our lumber camps and mills are 
forced to close, our ·competitors are increasing their business, 
giving employment to Chinese, Japanese, and Hindus. We feel 
no unkindness toward the labor of other countries, but their 
employment is not our responsibility. 

Unless we grant the protection asked, we are not pursuing a 
consistent policy in the matter of building materials. Cement, 
brick, steel, roofing materials, stone, and other articles are on 
the dutiable list. They are competitors of wood products which 
it is proposed to make free. On what theory of a protective 
tariff can this be justified? 

A duty on lumber is indorsed by the board of directors of the 
National Lumber Manufacturers' Association, by the Southern 
Pine Association, the Lumber Industry Tariff Committee, the 
White Pine Association of the Tonawandas, the North Carolina 
Pine Association, the Roofers Manufacturers' Club of Georgia, 
South Carolina, and Alabama, and by the industry generally, 
as well as by business institutions and industries associated 
with or dependent on lumbering operations. The National Re
tail Lumber Dealers' Association has repudiated the letter of 
Mr. Frank Carnahan of April 7 relating t<> profits to lumber 
manufacturers and to the supp<)sed added costs in the construc
tion of average houses on the ground that his statements are 
not correct. 

The people engaged in the production of timber products buy 
~mense quantities of the articles made by other manufacturers 
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and producers whose goods, wares, and· commodities are on the 
protected lists. On what theory of justice and fair treatment 
can a duty on lumber be denied? 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, we are proposing one of the lowest rates in the 
bill. It will afford some much-needed relief. ~ This · major in
dustry is entitled to fair and equal treatment in a country . 
where we apply the principle of protection to both major and 
minor enterprises. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oregon 
has consumed 15 minutes. 

1\lr. BANKHEAD. I would like to ask the gentleman two or 
three questions. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I would be glad to answer them if I had 
tim~ • 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If the gentleman will yield, the gentleman 
is chairman of the committee. This is an important item. Will 
the gentleman not yield himself a little more time? 

1\Ir. HAWLEY. If I did, I would be violating arrangements 
made with some others to whom I :r.ave agreed to yield time 
on this side of the question. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I regret very much the gentleman can not 
do it. · 

Mr. HAWLEY. · I do, too. [Applause.] 
1\Ir. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speak~r, I yield myself 15 

minutes. 
1\Ir. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of the House, I do 

not know from what source the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
HAWLEY] obtained his figures as to the additional cost of lumber 
in a house of ordinary size, occasioned by the duties proposed 
by this bill, but the National Retail Lumber Dealers' Associa
tion has figured the matter out, and I think that is a reliable 
authority. The National Retail Lumber Dealers' Association 
say, and I quote from their statement: 

It has been conservatively estimated that a duty of $1.50 per 1,000 
board feet, when pyramided, will mean an additional cost of at least 
a minimum of $112 on an average house, and it is estimated that the 
proposed duty on shingles would further add to the cost from $25 to 
$100 more. 

Now I am inclined to think that the National Lumber Dealers 
Association bas figured the matter out approximately correctly. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Will the gentleman yield a moment? 
1\Ir. HENRY T. RAINEY. Yes; I yield. 
1\Ir. HAWLEY. I have a letter from the secretary-manager 

of the National Retail Lumber Dealers Association under date 
of April 26, 1930, in which they repudiate the statement made 
by their secretary, which misled the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. RAINEY]. 

1\Ir. HENRY T. RAINEY. I have only this statement: I did 
not know it had been changed in any way by the organization. 
I am surprised to know that it bas been. It would be inter
esting to know what this final estimate is. I think the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] is baSing his estimates on 

· rough lumber; we do not use rough lumber in building houses, 
and he is overlooking the duty when pyramided. · 

Members of Congress have received an enormous number of 
telegrams on this subject, and I want to advise the Members 
why they have received in the immediate past such a tremendous 
influx of telegrams favoring these duties. 

The Emergency Committee, Lumber and Shingle Tariff, issued 
a statement recently under date of April 18, 1930, which brought 
all this flood of telegrams. 

I quote from that statement: 
There are two things which we want you to do immediately : First, 

send a wire to each of your Congressmen, whose names you will find 
on a list already sent, calling their attention to the inconsistency of 
the stand of the r etailers, pointing out that they are being coached by 
the Canadian lobby, and that they can be proven to have no interest in 
the consumer by their past actions, and that some of the statements 
tbey have made are absolutely untruthful. Make your wire pointed, 
emphasizing the seriousness of the situation. mentioning unemployment 
and the gloomy prospects, and be sure and get it off so that it will 
arrive in Washington not later than Wednesday morning, April 23. 
This is vastly important. Send a good, long wire. 

That is the end of the quotation; that is the reason why you 
have all received so many telegrams, all of them following this 
suggestion. I do not know who is responsible for this communi
cation. I do not know who the Emergency Committee, Lumber 
and Shingle Tariff, is. 

No names were given but this communication was sent gen
erally to the members of the West Coast Lumbermen's Asso
ciation, to the Southern Pine Association, to the California Red
wood Association, to the North Carolina Pine Association, to 
the California White and ~ugar Pine Association, and to the 

Western Pine Manufacturers' Association. All the members .of 
all these organizations received this emergency request, which 
comes from some lobbyist here in Washington, who does not 
even have the courage to subscribe his name to it. That is the 
reason for this vast flood of telegrams intended to indicate in 
their number a sentiment in favor of these proposed tariffs. 

Now, I want to submit, first, that the President, in calling 
the extra session of Congress, did not anticipate a further revi
sion upward of th,e lumber tariffs. In his special message, read 
at the opening of the extra session, he said: 

It is not as if . we were setting up a new basis of protective duties. 
We did that seven years ago. 

Then he goes on to say : 
In determining changes in our tariff we must not fail to take into 

account the broad interests of the country as a whole, and such inter
ests include our trade relations with other countries. 

The chart displayed here just a moment ago by the gentleman 
from Iowa shows that Canada is our best customer and indi
cates the tremendous balance of trade in our favor with Can
ada. Yesterday, as the gentleman from Georgia bas said, Can
ada indicated her intention to impose retaliatory tariffs against 
the United States. From the moment we pass this bill her 
tariffs against us are going to be just as high as our tariffs are 
against her. 

We even -export lumber to Canada. We export to Canada $2 
per capita of an the lumber she consumes. She exports to the 
United States 60 cents per capita of all the lumber we consume 
in the United States. Therefore our exports to Canada, from a 
per capita standpoint of lumber consumption, are more impor
tant and are greater than her exports to the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does not Canada have a 

tariff now against Ame:rican lumber? • 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Oh, yes; but it will be higher than 

ever as soon as we pass this bill. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Why would it be higher? 
Mr. HENRY T. RAiNEY. She intends to make it exactly 

what our tariff is. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. What they have now is even 

higher than our proposed 75 cents. 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. It evidently is not high enough 

to inte'rfere with importations from the United States. In ex
amining into the necessity for tariff protection on any article 
ordinarily we take into consideration whether or not we are 
able to compete in the markets of the world with the country 
whose exportations we fear on that particular· article. Jt. is 
interesting in this connection to look into our exportations of 
lumber. During the year 1928 the State of Washington alone 
shipped to Australia 126,876,993 board feet of lumber. During 
that same year the State of Oregon shipped to Australia 55,-
079,494 board' feet, a total for the two States of 181,956,487 
board feet of lumber. 

All this entered the Australian market in competition with 
exports from British Columbia, and during that year British 
Columbia exported to Australia only 29,843,132 board feet of 
lumber. We shipped the enormous amount I have just indi
cated and British Columbia shipped the small amount I have 
just indicated to Australia. 

Mr. MORGAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Yes. 
l\ir. MORGAN. Has the gentleman figures showing the per

centage of the lumber we consume that is imported from 
Canada? , 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. I will put that in the RECORD 
later. In other words, the shipments of lumber to Australia 
from the United States were six times greater than from Brit
ish Columbia. 

Let us look at some of the other world markets. South Amer
ica imports lumber from the United States. From the State of 
Washington alone the South American countries imported in 
1928, 96,665,247 board feet of lumber. The State of Oregon 
shipped 71,915,965 board feet of lumber. As against this total 
of 168,581,212 board feet of lumber shipped from these two 
States to South America only 10,304,032 board feet were shipped 
from British Columbia. In other words, from these two States 
alone we shipped to South Ame1ica fifteen times as much lum
ber as they shipped from British Columbia. We were able to 
compete there. 

In 1928 we shipped to China fourteen times as many board 
feet of lumber from these two States as were shipped from all 
of British Columbia. To Japan in the same year we shipped 
from these two States four times as much as was shipped 
from all of British Columbia. 
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To Mexico and Central America we shipped from the State of 

Washington in 1928, 10,051,717 board feet of lumber. From 
Oregon we shipped 1,341,354 board feet. As against this total 
of 11,393,071 board feet of lumber shipped from the States of 
Washington and Oregon to Mexico and Central America there 
were 333,660 board feet shipped from British Columbia. 

To the United Kingdom and Europe in 1928 the State of 
Washington shipped 156,805,202 board feet of lumber. The 
State of Oregon shipped 78,707,003 board feet, or a total of 
235,512,205 board feet, as against 67,075,872 board feet from 
British Columbia, so that the shipments of lumber from the 
two States in question were three and a half times greater 
than the shipments from British Columbia. [Applause.] 

To all other foreign ports the States of Washington and 
Oregon shipped one-fourth more lumber than the shipments 
from British Columbia amounted to. 

The grand total of foreign shipments in 1928 from the States 
of Washington and Oregon amounted to 1,629,512,100 board 
feet as against only 381,301,533 board feet from British Colum
bia, or, in other words, the total shipments from the States of 
Washington and Oregon in 1928 to all the rest of the world 
were about five times greater than those from British Columbia. 
We, therefore, seem to have been able to compete quite success
fully with British Columbia in the markets of the world, and 
I am wondering wby we can not as successfully compete here in 
the United States where freight rates from our mills to the 
points of consumption are much less than from British Colum
bia. From every standpo:nt the argument in favor of a duty 
on lumber and shingles has failed. 

RUSSIA 

It is seriously contended that exports of lumber and shingles 
from Russia to our own markets, if admitted free, would 
seriously handicap our own industry. 

The Russian timber development is possible only in the most 
rugged part of that country, where there is a small popula
tion-her timber is produced in a sub-Arctic climate, with frost 
in the ground practically the entire 'Year. The difficulties con
nected with harvesting her lumber are increased by the absence 
of suitable ports. Archangel and Leningrad are practically the 
only two available ports of shipment. Riga is no longer a Rus
sian port and is practically inaccessible. Archangel lies only 
150 miles south of the Arctic Circle, and open water prevails 
there for only about one-third of the year. The lumber mills in 
the vicinity of Archangel have been sawing for many genera
tions. Near-by available timber has been cut, and to-day it is 
necessary to :float logs for hundreds of miles from inland points 
along rivers to Archangel. 

To-day there is an acute housing situation in Russia, and the 
available lumber supplies will all be needed there. Even such 
large cities as Moscow depend upon frame construction. It is 
not at all likely that Russia will be able to build up any consid
erable American trade. Russian timber is practically inacces
sible to American markets. There are only a limited number 
of working-days in the lumber-producing sections in northern 
Rusisa-the working-days possible there in that climate do not 
exceed 30 days per year. I am indebted for this information to 
Russian Economic Notes No. 26, United States Department of 
Commerce, April 19, 1929. 

PROFITS 

Our lumber industries are not losing any money-some of 
them may be in trouble. The returns of 53 companies are avail
able for the 7-year period preceding the year 1928, as well as 
for 1928. These companies show a percentage of profit of 
sales for the 7-year period on the average of 3.6 per cent. For 
the year 1928 these companies show a profit of 2.16 per cent. 
These companies, however, do not own their own timber. 
Twenty timber-owning companies had sales twice as great as 
all the rest-the profit of these 20 timber-owning companies in 
one year equaled approximately the profits of the 53 log-and
timber buying companies for the entire 7-year buying period. 
None of these companies are losing money, and the log and timber 
owning companies are making as much in profits as they can 
conscientiously make. 

COSTS 

According to estimates made by our Tariff Commission, the 
labor cost of producing lumber in British Columbia is greater 
than the labor cost of producing lumber in the United States. 
Hindu labor is employed in British Columbia, but it is paid no 
less than other labor is paid. Hindu labor is employed also in 
the United States--our lumber companies employ as much of 
it as they can get and they would employ more if it were avail
able. The total costs, including labor cost, of pr{)ducing lumber 
in British Columbia are greater than the total costs of produc-

ing lumber in Washington and Oregon. Our Tariff Commission 
reached this conclusion. The same facts are available from 
other sources. 

SHINGLES 

Shingles are largely a by-product of the lumber business in 
the United States. We make shingles in the United States 
largely out of the waste parts of logs. 

Shingles imported into the United States from British Colum
bia sell on the market for a much larger price than our shingles 
for the reason that they are much better shingles, and in the 
construction of the better class of houses our builders use 
shingles from British Columbia. · Over 80 per cent of the 
shingles manufactured in this country are by-product shingles. 
The Tariff Commission shows that it costs more to produce 
shingles in British Columbia than it does in the United States. 

I could continue the argument along these lines almost indefi
nitely-the further we go into the subject the less the necessity 
appears for the enormous burden upon home builders of this 
country proposed by this bill. Shingles ought to be free; lumber 
ought to be free. We ought to conserve our own forests as much 
as possible. The imposition of these tariffs would quickly de
plete our forests. If it is at all valuable to preserve forests, 
legislation ought not to be enacted which will result in their 
destruction. We have placed already in this bill enough burdens 
upon the farmer and upon the home builder of this country
the proposed tariffs on lumber do not alone affect that part of 
our population which proposes to engage in building operations
timber enters into every activity of life. The man who never 
expects to buy a splinter of timber will be affected injuriously 
by this proposed tariff. We can not operate our coal mines 
without the use of timber; we can not operate our river trans
portation systems without the use of timber ; we can not operate 
our railroads without the use of timber; we can not build a 
fireproof building without the use of large amounts of timber; 
our telegraph and telephone companies can not operate without 
the use of timber. There is no activity connected with modern 
life which could exist without the use of timber, therefore, the 
plea I am making applies not only to farmers and home builders 
but it applies to every citizen who lives to-day in the United 
States, and it applies also to future generations. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Illinois has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield eight minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HADLEY]. 

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Speaker, of course there is not adequate 
time to discuss the various amendments. I will direct my re
marks principally to the item of shingles, which is amendment 
numbered 371, but before touching upon that I want to discuss 
another item-amendment numbered 37()--cedar lumber.., which 
is not now under consideration during the discussion of the 
motion now pending. The motion that is pending or that was 
read for information does not touch cedar lumber at all, but 
deals wholly with other classes of lumber. I will not have 
the time to discuss it; but I want to get into the minds of the 
Members present this distinction. Cedar lumber embraces only 
about 2 per cent of the domestic production of lumber. It is a 
small quantity of a special class of lumber that is manufactured 
from cedar and used principally in beveled and bungalow siding 
in the higher classes of homes. 

The motion that will be made with respect to cedar lumber 
will be on the same basis as the motion with respect to shingles. 
When the shingle amendment is offered it will provide for 15 
per cent instead of 25 per cent which the House originally ap
proved. The bill as it comes from conference carries 25 per 
cent and the motion will provide for 15 per cent. The JDotion 
on c~dar lumber, which will subsequently be made, will be upon 
the same basis, because cedar lumber and shingles are made 
from the same raw material under the same general labor 
conditions, the same general differentiations as to costs of pro
duction, and therefore they ought to both be put upon the 
same basis. 

I think, perhaps, one of my colleagues will discuss this point, 
but I wanted to make it clear at the moment so this thought 
will not be lost sight of in the minds of the Members when 
they come to vote upon the item of cedar lumber, which is No. 
370, appearing immediately before the general lumber item, 
which is No. 371. 

Now, with respect to shingles, the situation of this· great in
dustry in the States of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho is 
desperate, but this is not a new story It is an old story. It 
is not the result of mere temporary conditions which have 
come upon the country and upon industry generally within the 
last year. It is a situation which originated way back in the 
background of our tariff legislation. 
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I have lived 40 years in the heart of the cedar industry of this American capital and American labor against the products of 
country, some in foreign territory and some in our domestic oriental labor. 
territory. I am familiar with its history and with the competi- Mr. FOSS. Will the gentleman yield? 
tive conditions that have existed. I have studied the hearings. Mr. HADLEY. I 'yield. 
I sat in the committee seven weeks and heard the story of all Mr. FOSS. Would the gentleman be willing to exempt from 
industries as presented there, and I have also read the briefs. the paragraph the white-cedar shingles of the East? 
I serred on three subcommittees when the committee was pre- Mr. HADLEY. I do not remember that as an issue in the 
paring the bill. I served with the committee when it reviewed hearings; to my recollection it was not stressed before the com
all the subcommittee reports, and I say here without hesitation mittees. I have no recollection of it in subcommittee. I do 
that from my knowledge not only of the record and of the official not believe that that commodity competes with our industry 
data in the record of the bearings upon this bill but backed by or in any substantial way with any American production; if it 
my personal knowledge of competitive conditions there is not an does not, I would be in favor of it. 
industry in Amcrica to-day that is in more distress or that needs Mr. FOSS. r do not think it would. 
more relief from the standpoint of protection than the red-cedar Mr. HADLEY. I would not object to excluding it, along with 
shingle industry of Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. Spanish cedar, from the operation of the bilL We are all 

If this is so, and I assert it is so, because I know it to be true, protectionists on this side of the aisle, believing in the tradi
then we are in the strange situation here of dealing with a tional policy, and yet there is objection in some minds because of 
separate industry in the maximum of distress when many items the fear of added cost to the consumer. 
in this bill have been safely tucked away in the conference God knows that I do not wish to add unnecessary or unrea
report for which I voted, and cheerfully voted, that do not con- sonable burdens or additional cost to the consumers, but it will 
tain a farthing of the equitable ground for relief that exists in not add to the cost of the consumer in my opinion. I have 
the case of the shingle industry. studied the subject, and studied it. fairly and deeply. Substi-

I have twice seen this industry rise and fall Way back in tutes have controlled prices for years, and they are control
the nineties, under the operation of the free list of the Wilson ling prices to-day. 
bill it ueclined, and then under the protection afforded by the The fact is that only 11 per cent of the roofing values of the 
dutiable list of the Payne bill, as well as the Dingley bill, it country to-day lies in wooden shingles. Only 11 per cent are 
prospered, an<I continued to prosper until in 1913 the Under- wooden shingles. There you have ·89 per cent in competition, 
wood law again put shingles upon the free list. Then began our j which controls the price and any rise in cost is necessarily ab
trouble. Mills began to grow in number in British Columbia sorbed and can not reach the consumer. So that this fear that 
where they had been reduced under our prot€ctive system until an increase in price of shingles would ever be visited on the 
there was only one red-cedar shingle mill of which we have any con umer in any appreciable amount is without foundation. 
record at that time in foreign territory. Prices to-day are only 50 per cent of what they were a year 

The mills multiplied there and ours diminished. This has ago, according to advices which I have recently received. If I 
continued from that day until this good hour. Their increase were to bring here telegrams and communications appealing to 
in production in British Columoia for the period since the the Congress for relief, which I have received, I would not have 
,Underwood law has been, 399 per cent, and, on the other hand, time to pre €nt them, even if you gave me all of the remaining 
on this side mills hav-e declined from an original peak of some time. They are not sent here for propaganda purposes. I know 
600 down to a point of 200 or fewer to-day. propaganda when I see it. We learn to know and recO'g.Dize 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? that. They are representations of fact that come to m~ome 
Mr. HADLEY. Yes. from the hearthstones and firesides of both capital and lal>or. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I just wanted to ask the gentle- The SPIDAKlDR pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 

man whether the Fordney-McCumber bill put shingles on the Washington has again expired. 
iree list? Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the 

Mr. HADLEY. Yes; and that was a great mistake. This gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHRAN]. 
Rouse put a duty on shingles in 1921 and sent the bill to the Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. 1\Ir. Speaker and Members of 
Senate and the Senate struck it out. This is exactly what has the House, comin-g as I do from one of the great industrial cen
.happened again, and this suffering and distress with which I ters of the country, representing a district where hundreds of 
am so familiar in my State. ~as gon~ on during these eight long great manufacturers are located and a constituency 85 per cent 
years . • Our people are waiting anxiously to-day to hear from or more being employees, naturally I am interested in this 
this· vote and appealing to this House for relief. Ten thousand tariff bill which means ~o much to the American people. 
laborers employed in the shingle industry are anxiously pray- I am one who pledged myself in the campaign of 1928 to sup
ing for your help. Thousands are idle and mills are closing. port the Democratic nominee's tariff policy. That now famous 
We have $50,000,000 of invested capital engaged in this indus- telearam read as follows: 
try, exclusive of timber holdings, with a pay roll of $10,000,000 o or $1Z,OOO,OOO. Republican campaign management Is trying to frighten business with 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman the claim that country can only be prosperous under Republicap rule. 
from Washington bas expired. They willfully misrepresent the Democratic Party's attitude on tarUl'. 

Mr. IIA WLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman seven We are asking every Democratic candidate for Senate and House to 
additional minutes. permit us to sign his name to following declaration: "We, the under-

Mr. HADLEY. And what is the reason for this situation? signed Democratic candidates for the House and Senate, reaffirm the 
The placing of shingles on the free list. It is just the ordinary allegiance of our party to a nonpartisan Tariff Commission as enunciated 
case of being overrun by importations. From 550,000,000 shin- in the Democratic platform adopted at Houston, and declare our ap
gles, or thereabouts, which we imported in 1913, this amount proval of the constructive interpretation placed on the tariff plank by 
had increased to nearly ~.000,000,000, or multiplied 5.6 times, our standard bearer, Governor Smith, in his Louisville speech, when he 
by the end of 1928. said, 'I definitely pledge that the only change I wlll consider in the 

It is the ordinary case of being swamped by importations in tariff will be specific revisions in specific schedules, each considered on 
the absence of a necessary duty. That has continued until now, its own merits on the basis of investigation by an impartial 'J.'uitr Com
except for a little while last fall when British Columbia was mission and a careful hearing before Congress of all concerll):d. That 
anticipating the enactment of this law. Then accumulated no revision of any specific schedule will have the approval of the Demo
orders were sprung on the country in anticipation of a duty, cratic Party which in any way interferes with American standard of 
which temporarily slowed down importation until the law is living and level of wages. In other words, I say to the Amerium work
enacted and until our market absorbs the unusual importations. ingman that the Democratic Party will not do a single thing '-hat will 
So these importations have crushed the industry. Not only take from his weekly pay envelope a 5-cent piece. To the A<,Oerican 
that, but the bard part of it is that these products are shipped farmer I say that the Democratic Party will do everything in it(') power 
through our territory to eastern markets. I know, because 1 to put back into his pocket all that belongs there, and we furtlw.t' say 
live only 17 miles from the international boundary line. wat nothing will be done that will embarrass or interfere in anJ way 

The Tariff Commission has reported that in the shingle mills with the legitimate progress of business, big or small. With this. ~re
of British Columbia 45 per cent of the labor employed is scription honestly put forth with n clear-cut and definite promi~ )o 
oriental. Our domestic labor is 100 per cent American. I have make it effective, I assert with confidence that neither labor nor ind\l.tt' 
not time to go into the wage scale. That is one of the many try nor agt·iculture nor business bas anything to fear from Democratit: 
things that can not be analyzed in this brief time. The fact is success at the polls in November.' And we hereby pledge our coopera
the products of oriental labor are passed through our State tq tion in carrying out the principles and policies therein set forth." Will 
our eastern market. Foreign labor is fully employed, and Amer- you please wire immediately, telegram collect, permission to sign your 
ican labor is idle. name? 

The question presented to you here is whether you will con- I stand ready now and will always be ready, as long as I am 
tinue by your vote to-day to maintain that situation or protect a Member of this House, to carry out that pledge. I do not 
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propose to violate that pledge and feeling that this bill will I into the manufact~re of an automobile has been granted an 
disturb t11e American standard of living and level of wages, that increase. 
it does not put back in the pocket of the farmer all that belongs In considering the flexible provisions it must be borne in mind 
there, because while you intend to give the farmer an increase that it will be several years, at least, surely not during the 
in the urice of his products you provide that he must pay an present administration, before there is another general revision 
additional amount for his necessities, putting money in his pock- of the tariff law. I am unwilling to continue to place in the 
ets with your right hand, but e:\.i:racting it and more besides hands of any one man the power now extended to the President 
with your left, and, further, it is my opinion that this bill will to raise or lower existing duties 50 per cent. Should the country 
disturb legitimate business, both large and small. Therefore it be so unfortunate as to have in the White House a President 
is in direct contrast to the policy I agreed to support. who entertained extreme views on the tariff question, he would 

If, as the proponents of a prohibitive tariff proclaim, the be in a position to shake the very foundation of the country if 
. higher the tariff the higher the standa1·d of living, why do we he so desired by either raising or lowering all existing rates. 

find millions of our citizens out of employment at the present I feel that the amendment of the Senate is much more 
time with the highest tariff rates in the history of the country desirable as it places the responsibility upon Congress to adjust 
being charged at our ports of entry? If, under the present rates, thus following out the thought of the framers of the 
tariff act, we find our people suffering, many actually deprived Constitution. I shall . therefore support the Senate amendment 
of the necessities of life, where is the justification for increasing when the vote is taken. 
the rates? The prosperity of this country to a very large extent depends 

If the measure offered any encouragement to the unemployed, upon its ability to find a market to absorb its surplus. This 
promised a higher standard of living, or an increase in wage applies not only to industry but also to the farmer. There has 
to toilers, criticism would not oe in order. To me the new tariff been a continuous reduction in our exports for the past year, 
bill presages further unemployment and suffering among the as shown by the figures of the Department of Commerce. What 
people of the large cities and no indications of better conditions is the ultimate result when there is no market abroad for 
for the farmer. American-made goods? There is but one answer. Slow up in 

Gangsters and racketeers have never made a raid upon the production, which means shorter hours for the workman. When 
family pocketbook such as this bill will accomplish if in the end you reduce the hours of labor you curtail the earning power and 
it becomes a law. likewise curtail the purchasing power, lowering the standard of 

The law will be welcomed with open arms by those who have living. 
sought special privileges at the hands of the Republican Party. The decline in exports results from a reduction in the pur
Running true to past performances you have looked after the chasing power of the people abroad. In order to retain their 
interests of the special classes. purchasing power foreign countries must have a market for their 

True, the agricultural interests have been recognized more products. When you throw a tariff wall around the United 
liberally by the Senate than by the House, but how dearly those States, building it so high that you practically eliminate foreign 
who till the soil will pay for the so-called protection afforded competition, you automatically affect the purchasing power of 
products of the farm in the bill. I predict that for every dollar foreign countries, thus seriously affecting the export business 
of benefit the farmer receives he will pay ten for the necessities of this country, which is so necessary to our welfare. 
of life he must buy in a protected market, higher by far than The great corporations of this country enjoying prosperity 
ever in tariff history. ' are practically given a free hand to raise the price of their 

While the industrial leaders have seen to it that they were products to the American people by the increase in tariff rates 
not overlooked, the representatives of the farmers have done which all but shuts out foreign competition. 
well for their constituents, but what has been done for the great Improved machinery, resulting in lower price of production, 
masses who reside in the urban centers? Overburdened as they has affected the laboring man. Compare the average number of 
are by the high cost of living, they are asked to pack an addi- men employed in industry and the production 20 years ago with 
tional load that will swell their tariff contribution nearly a the average number employed in the same industry, together 
billion dollars annually. with the production to-day and you will find while the produc-

While practical1y every article that appears on the family tion has doubled or trebled, the number of men employed has in 
table will increase in price if the increase in tariff means what some instances been cut in half. Still rather than a reduction 
is intended, the outstanding example is the increase in the duty in price of the product you will find it has steadily increased, 
on sugar. The House bill carried a rate of 2.40 cents per pound although there has been a marked reduction in cost of opera
while the Senate reduced this to 2 cents. 'l'herefore the rate tion. This condition continues, and the end is nowhere in sight. 
on sugar will be between 2 and 2.40 cents. Regardless of the I yield back the remainder of my time. 
result it is an increase, as the prevailing rate is 1.70 cents Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield now two 
per pound. And why? To protect the small cane and sugar minutes to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. 
beet industry of this country. The additional cost to the Ameri- Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I attempted to interrogate 
can people that will result in the increase in the tariff on sugar the chairman of the committee with reference to one feature of 
for a few years would, according to experts, be sufficient to the bill, and I think that we are entitled to some explanation 
purchase every beet and cane sugar plantation in the United concerning it. The gentleman has indicated that at the proper 
States. time he will move to concur in Senate amendment No. 371, with 

Starting at the breakfast table, the housewife will find that an amendment reducing the tariff to 75 cents per 1,000 feet and 
the price of fruit advances because you recognize ·it in the bill. striking out from the present provisions of the Senate amend
This with the sugar for the coffee, the bacon, butter, and even ment the words "railroad ties, and telephone, telegraph, trolley, 
eggs all will require more money when the purchases are made. and electric-light poles of any wood.'' Do I understand the 

When tl:te children come home to lunch for their vegetable gentleman correctly that that is his purpose? 
soup the housewife again fin.ds her budget increased for every Mr. HAWLEY. That was the statement that I made. 
vegetable as well as the meat advances in price. Mr. BANKHEAD. In other words, Mr. Speaker, the gentle-

And what happens at the evening meal? Tired from a hard man proposes to put a tariff on the importation of lumber whi<:h 
day's toil, the husband looks forward to a plate of Irish stew. would have a tendency, I think, to increase the cost to the cot
The potatoes, the onions, the meat, and other ingredients all ton farmer in the South who wanted to build a cotton shed or 
up in price due to the increases in this bill. the potato grower in Maine who wanted to build a potato shed, 

Passing from the family table to the furnishings of the home, but the gentleman deliberately proposes to exempt from the pro- . 
a review of the bill shows an increase on eve1·y article used by visions of the tariff and leave upon the free list hundreds of 
the housewife from the foot mat at the front door to the gar- thousands of dollars' worth, if not millions of dollars' worth, 
bage can at the back gate. The carpets and the furniture, the of material to be used by the great railroad companies and tele
sewing machine, and even the thread, the radios and pianos, graph companies of the country. They are to come in free of 
the silverware and kitchen utensils as well as the laundi·y tax, free of duty. I think the gentleman owes it to the House 
equipment, all have been recognized and an increase provided. to let us have some explanation, if he can, of the theory that 
]~onowing this it is impossible to find an article cla sed as wear- justifies an exemption such as he has indicated. 
ing apparel that will not go up in price, including shoes, hereto- The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
fore on the free list. On top of this, for the first time in his- from Alabama has expired. 
tory, there has been placed a tariff on bricks, cement, lumber, Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker I yield five minutes 
and shingles, which are neces. ary to construct the homes. If "to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. O'Co NOR]. 

thi prevails in the end; it will cost the working man more to Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen 
constr.uct a house than 1t does t.o:day. . of the House, the old order changeth, yielding place to the new. 

Wb1le there has been no additiOnal tariff placed on automo- That was in a measure evidenced by the statement made by our 
biles-that is, the finished product-still every part that enters distinguished friend from Georgia [Mr. CRISP], in reference to 
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t elegrams and letters that he was receiving in regard to the 
lumber schedule of the tariff bill. Many other Members from 
the South have received telegrams and letters urging them to 
vote for a tariff on lumber. I did not need such a telegram or 
letter. I am a protectiYe-tariff Democrat. [Applause.] I be
longed to that school long before the Houston convention 
declared for it. The only reason in years gone by that the 
Democratic Party prote ted against the tariff, so far as I could 
see, was that it was in derogation of the principle of equal 
rights to all and special privileges to none; but when the Congress 
broadened out a restrictive principle and applied the tariff to all 
.American products, then it became consistent with the Demo
cratic platform at Houston, and every Democrat on this floor 
can vote for the tariff that is before us. [Applause.] 

I have no desire to criticize those who differ with me upon 
this subject. Notwithstanding my apparent difference from 
those on the Democratic side, I can not forget that I was born 
and reared among them and that their traditions and history 
are mine; but I believe, even though I may subject myself to 
the charge of vanity as a result of this statement, that my 
eyes are opened to the coming day and that they are still 
laboring under the memory of the past and struggling in the 
dead but still mighty grasp of Mortmain. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CROWTHER] on the floor yesterday spoke of the 
wonderful transformation in the Southern States, showing man
ufactured products of Texas alone of over a billion dollars, and 
other States in a commensurate way. 

This all shows tremendous, giant strides on to prosperity. I 
have no criticism to offer of those who believe we ought to ask 
for protection for the industries of their own States and then 
vote against a tariff bill, but so far as I am co.ncerned, if I ask 
for protection to the industries and the products of my State. 
I am willing to go through and give protection to the products 
of other States that stand at least upon an equal basis with 
the products of my own State. [Applause.] 

If the rest of the world- were upon a free-trade basis, we too 
might be for free trade, but that is utterly impossible, because 
there is no country on the face of the globe that pretends to civ
ilization which does not enjoy tariff protection to-day. It is 
institutional with u , it is almost like the Constitution of the 
United States; it is impregnably intrenched in the fabric of our 
affairs. If I may be pardoned for it, I ask my colleagues from 
the South to turn their eyes to the rising sun and view the 
cominO' <lay, because it is the South that is looking for protection 
more ~nd more every day. The man is blind to the ·facts of 
human existence who does not know that the lumber industry 
of the South gives employment to thousands and thousands of 
men who are asking us for the protection that we are going to 
give them in this bill to-day. [.Applause.] 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. CLAGUE]. 

l\1r. CLAGUE. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of the 
Hou e for the past year I have given very ca reful consideration 
to the 'question of a tariff on logs, lumber, and shingles. I have 
always been opposed to a tariff on these items. I opposed it 
before the Ways and Means Committee of the House, the Senate 
subcommittee, and am now opposed to this tariff. My con
stituents are a unit in opposition to the proposed tariff on these 
items. It would not only be an additional heavy burden upon 
our farmers, but also upon every home builder in the United 
States. 

The chairman of the committee [Mr. HAWLEY] a few moments 
ago called attention to the extra cost that would be added to the 
expen ·e of constructing a frame building with the proposed tariff 
of 75 cents on logs and lumber instead of $1.50, and stated that 
on a building wher.e only 8,000, 10,000, or 12,000 feet of lumber 
were used the extra cost would be very small. For instance, he 
stated that in a building using 12,000 feet of lumber the addi
tional cost would be only $9. 

I take issue with that statement. In the district which I 
represent, and I dare say in most other parts of the United 
States, they use only a small amount of rough lumber for 
building. It is shipped to our section of the country as dressed 
lumber. Most of our lumber comes from the west coast, and if 
it were shipped in the rough the additional freight rate would 
be at least $1 a thousand, and after it has been rehandled and 
dressed it adds a further expense, and for that reason it is not 
shipped in the rough, but it mostly comes in as dressed lumber. 

A few moments ago I talked with a very prominent builder 
'{';'ho bas bad wide experience in the construction of all classes 
and kinds of buildings during the past 20 years and who is 
a Member of this House, the gentleman from Ohicago [Mr. 
SPROUL]. I asked him what proportion of lumber used in the 
constructioil of buildings in the l\Iiddle West was rough lumber. 
He stated that there is practically ·none, and, further, that 
instead of only adding 75 cents a thousand feet this would be 

pyramided several times, and the extra freight for having it 
shipped in the rough and then dressed would mean an additional 
$4 or $5 per thousand. 

Mr. H.A WLEY. The kind of lumber that I referred to was 
entirely rough lumber. 

Mr. CLAGUE. There is not one building in a thou~and that 
is built in our section of the country entirely of rough lumber. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. CLAGUE. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. The effect of the speech of the gentleman from 

Oregon would be to create the impression on the part of the 
House that such a tariff would entail an additional cost of only . 
$9 on a house. 

.Mr. CLAGUE. Yes. There could not be any other impres
sion. If we did not have that lumber dressed, the freight rate 
would be m ncb higher. 

Mr. CROWTHER. ·what is the duty on the und~·essed? 
Mr. CLAGUE. If it were not dressed in sizes under 4 inches 

there would be no duty, and if it is undressed before shipment 
the freight will cost more than the 75 cents for the reason that 
if it is hauled in the rough into~ the United States it bas to be 
unloaded, dressed, and rehandled. We pay freight on the wast
age, and therefore, the increased freight rate and extra cost 
would mean an additional expense to the consumer of $4 to $5 
per thousand. 

.Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
Mr. CLAGUE. I am sorry, I can not for want of time. Un

employment has been mentioned as existing in the lumber and 
shingle section in Washington and Oregon. I am sorry that 
you have unemployment, but if we could purchase lumber and 
building material at a more reasonable price so that the fanners 
and home builders of this country could do more building and 
make other needed improvement , then you could sell your lum
ber and building material, which would not only give employ
ment to your people who work in the lumber and shingle mills, 
but would also give employment to hundreds of thousands of 
men in the construction of new buildings, and making needed 
improvements. If you put a tariff on these items, unemploy
ment conditions will be worse than they are to-day. 

I now wish to call your attention to these charts. I would 
like to have some of the proponents of this proposed tariff ex-
plain this. · 

.Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I can explain it. 
Mr. CLAGUE. You can do it in your own time. Look at this 

chart. It is very illuminating. This chart shows the · " water
borne " shipments of softwood lumber to all ports of the world 
from the Pacific coast for the year 1929. The total amount was 
5,536,184,720 board feet. Briti h Columbia only exporteq 14.4 
per cent of the total amount. All the balance was shipped from 
Washington and Oregon. In other words, about seven times as 
much softwood lumber was shipped from Washington and 
Oregon as from British Columbia. · During the same year Wash
ington and Oregon shipped about three times as much lumber and 
logs to China and Japan as British Columbia. This being true, 
how is it that the log and lumber dealers in Washington and 
Oregon can outbid the dealers in British Columbia if it costs 
more in the United States? 

1\fr. JOHNSON of Washington. 1\ir. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield? 

Mr. CLAGUE. I regret I can not yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I can answer thnt questiou. 
Mr. CLAGUE. I ask that you explain that in your own time. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that the 

gentleman from ·washington is aut of _order. The gentleman 
from Minnesota declined to yield, and he is entitled to pro
tection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will proceed in order. 
Mr. CLAGUE. Is not that peculiar? The e water-borne ship

ments were about seven times as much from Wa hinoton and 
Oregon than shipments from British Columbia. More than 
thr~ times the lumber and logs were shipped from Washington 
and Oregon to Japan and China than from Britis~ Columbia. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] called your atten
tion to this second chart, and to which I wish to call your atten
tion. It shows the softwood lumber that was shipped to Europe 
in the yea r 1929 ; from British Columbia, 69,000,000 feet; from 
Washington, 196,000,000 feet; and from Oregon, 88,000,000 feet . 
Four times as much was shipped from Washington and Oregon 
to Europe as from British Columbia. How could that be done 
if it costs more to produce this lumber in the United States 
than in British Columbia? H ow could Washington and Oregon 
dealers outbid dealers in British Columbia? 

Now, I wish to call your attention to this third chart, which 
shows the trade between the United States and Canada for the 
year 1929. 
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The total value of the goods exported from the United States 

to Canada was $948,440,000. . 
We imported from Canada during the same year $503,447,000. 
This shows a balance of trade in favor of the United States 

for the year 1929 of $444,993,000. . . 
These are not my figures. They are the official figures from 

the Department of Commerce. The total lumber shipments im
ported from Canada the past year have ·been a trifle under 5 
per cent. 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. J"oHNBON] asked how 
we would like to have the farmers in Canada, just across from 
Minnesota, ship butter, cream, potatoes, and other farm crops 
into the United States, and compared these things with the 
imports of lumber. This is not a fair comparison. The imports 
of logs, lumber, and shingles can not be compared with farm 
products, for the reason that farm products are produced annu
ally. The lumber and shingles that we import from Canada are 
from trees that have taken from 75 to lOO years to grow. 

We are rapidly depleting our timber supply in the United 
States. We have to use a large amount of white pine and spruce 
ii1 this country, and in order to get the needed supply we have 
to import from other countries. Owing to the rapid cutting and 
consumption of our timber in the United States it will only be a 
few years until our entire supply is exhausted. There is no 
denying the fact that we have in the past greatly wasted much 
of our good timber. Forty years ago we had ·an abundant sup
ply of white pine and other valuable timber in Minnesota, Wis
consin, and Michigan. A large part of this was owned by the 
State and the United States. If this had been carefully con
served we would have had a supply for many years to come. 
Large lumber companies induced the United States and the 
States to sell its stumpage at low prices, and as a result the tim
ber companies who purchased the same cut off all the good 
timber as quickly as possible and wasted hundreds of millions 
of feet of timber that should have been conserved. Little has 
been done in the way of reforestation. Softwood timber is being 
depleted nine times as fast as it is now replaced, and at our 
present consumption pace our timber supply in the United States 
will be exhausted in a very few years. 

Something bas been said about timber imported from Russia. 
Nearly all the lumber imported from Russia. is spruce. It only 
comps in competition with similar wood from eastern Canada. 
It is a wood nearly identical in appearance and texture with 
the spruce formerly grown in the Eastern States. This imported 
spruce from Russia is very expensive 3lld too costly for building 
construction. It sells in the United States at $10 to $15 per 
thousand feet higher than similar sizes and grades of yellow 
pine, Douglas fir, or western hemlock. The imports from Russia 
for the year 1929 were less than 39,000,000 feet board measure, 
as reported by the Department of Commerce. This is less than 
one-fifth of 1 per cent of the total lumber production in this 
~ountry. The amount imported is so small, and owing to its high 
quality, it can never be a menace to the lumber industry of the 
United States. 

What I have said regarding free logs and lumber applies 
equally to free shingles. Practically all our good shingles come 
from British Columbia. According to the report of the Tariff 
Commission, the cost of manufacturing shingles in British 
Columbia is practically the same as it is in the States of Oregon 
and Washington. According to the best statistics available, 
about 75 per cent of the wood shingles sold are used upon the 
farms and in small villages. Substitute ihingles ai·e used in 
large quantities in the cities. If a tariff is placed on wood 
shingles, it not only means a higher price for wood shingles 
hut .also an increased price for all substitutes. It is estimated 
that 46 per cent of the lumber used in the United States is 
u ed in the construction of farm buildings. 

It is my judgment that if these tariffs are placed upon logs, 
lumber, and shingles it will mean an additional burden to the 
consumers of the United States of at least $150,000,000 per year, 
with no increased benefit except to the large timber owners. It 
is reported that 2 companies own over 60 per cent of the standing 
timber in Montana, 11 companies own over 70 per cent of the 
timber in Idaho, 1 company owns over 36 per cent of the stand
ing timber in western Washington, and 8 companies own nearly 
70 per cent of the standing timber in Washington. A few large 
timber owners own the great bulk of the standin_g timber in the 
United States. These large timber owners would be benefited by 
a tariff. 

Since 1913 lumber in the United States has been on the free 
list. The price of lumber to-day is nearly 100 points higher 
than in the year 1913. This means that lumber that would cost 
$100 in 1913 will now cost nearly $200. The agricultural States 
of the Mid-Northwest are now wholly dependent for their supply 
of lumber and shingles on outside sources, and while the price of 

Iumber has nearly doubled, the increased freight rates since 1913 
have greatly added to the cost of both lumber and shingles. 

Between the years 1920 and 1928 practically all the lumber 
mills on the Pacific coast were prosperous. Income-tax reports 
for the year 1929 show that a large number of lumber and 
shingle mills in Washington and Oregon that own llieir own 
timber have prospered, and the·y are now prospering. The cost 
of producing lumber and shingles in Washington and Oregon is 
practically the same as in British Columbia. 

Logs, lumber, and shingles should be left on the free list and 
sold at a price that farmers can afford to pay. This will help 
place agriculture on a parity with other industries. Let us help 
to place agriculture on its feet, and when this is done there will 
be a demand for lumber and shingles that will give employment 
to your people in the .West and also to hundreds of thousands of 
people throughout the country. 

Ur. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, during 
the debate on the tariff bill and now again on the conference 
report the Republican Members have, in the hope of influencing 
the Democrats to support some of the outrageously high pro
visions embodied in this bill, frequently called our attention to 
the last Democratic platform and Governor Smith's declaration 
that we are pledged to the principle of protection. As one. of 
the Democrats who has pledged himself on the so-called Raskob 
telegram, I am satisfied, speaking not only for myself, but for 
the majority of the Democratic Members, that we have been 
and are ready now to carry out our pledge to the fullest extent ; 
but, nevertheless, that is not the case with you Republicans. 

We have promised to vote for a tariff bill that will protect 
the American wage earner and will help those industries that 
actually require protection, but we did not promise to build a 
Chinese wall around our country by voting unjustifiably high 
duties on commodities manufactured by monopolies and trusts 
whose reports show that they have paid dividends in cash and 
in stock in many instances amounting to two and three hundred 
per cent and sometimes as high as a thousand per cent, not
withstanding the paralyzed condition of the rest of the Nation. 

In your arguments you do not mention ·these facts, but advo
cate and plead for these increased duties for these colossal 
trusts and monopolies on the pretext of protecting the American 
laboring man. You talk of low wages paid to labor in foreign 
countries and the high wages paid to labor in the United 
States, but you do not give the reduction of wages during the 
last few years and the 6,000,000 unemployed., and this notwith
standing the present high tariff law; nor do you call attention 
to the fact that you have failed in these crises to protect the 
American laborer from cheap Mexican, Canadian, and West 
Indian labor that is permitted to enter the United States with
out restriction by the thousands for no other reason than that 
these very prosperous industries want them and can hire them 
at much lower wages, and still you have the temerity to pro
claim that you are endeavoring to protect the American wage 
earner. I have pleaded to restrict Mexican, Canadian, and 
West Indian immigration to the same extent as now forced 
upon European immigration, but the railroad companies, the 
Sugar Trust, the Lumber Trust, the power companies, the cot
ton planters, have such control and influence over you and your 
party that I have been thwarted in every move and effort. 

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, I concede that statements 
made on the floor of this House concerning the unfortunate large 
unemployment are true and appalling, and I assure you that no 
one regrets these deplorable conditions more than I do, but I 
feel that this legislation will not relieve the situation nor remedy 
conditions. 

Ever since 1922 we have had the Fordney-McCumb.er tariff 
law, the highest protective tariff in the history of the United 
States. I recall the promises of prosperity that were made and 
held out to the American wage earners and the great benefit to 
be d.erived by the Nation if the Fordney-McCumber bill would 
pass. It did pass and what are the facts? Have wages been 
increased? Is the country prosperous? 

For years these overfavored industries have, in violation of 
law, merged and combined, thereby throwing out of work thou
sands of men and women, who, if fortunate enough to be re
employed, are rehired at greatly reduced wages, and now you are 
giving these selfish, grasping monopolies additional protection. 
The records of these industries show that by their tremendous 
accumulated wealth and profits they have been able to invest 
millions and millions of dollars in various forejgn countries and 
have built plants and factories there and are manufacturing 
their products which they formerly manufactured in the United 
States with American labor. This policy should be condemned, 
and I am ready to vote for as high a tariff as possible on all 

• 
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articles manufactured by American companies in foreign lands 
as you will dare place on them in this bill. 

This is but one of the many reasons for the vast unemploy
ment. The main reason, however, is due to the shortsightedness 
of the policy of the Republican administration, which is de
stroying the friendship and confidence which our country has 
enjoyed with the nations of the world and who are now boycot
ting American goods, thu making it impossible for us to export 
our tremendous surpluses of manufactured as well as agricul
tural commodities, forcing the suspension of many of our indus
trie , and robbing the farmer of an opportunity to export his 
surplus wheat, corn, and other products, thereby destroying Ws 
potential purchasing power, which naturally depresses all the 
business of the country. · 

Just now you are trying to force through a schedule placing a 
heavy duty on all kinds of lumber that is intended for the con
struction of small homes in the city as well as in the country, 
but you place on the free list railroad ties, telegraph, telephone, 
ami power poles to help the railroads, public utilities, and the 
Power Trust. This is not the only , schedule of this type that 
places an additional burden oii the consumers and the masses, 
and places on the free list articles used and required by the 
industries that are highly protected. How it is pos ible for you 
gentlemen to get away with such injustice is beyond my com
prehension. · 

This afternoon we will vote on the sugar schedule, and I am 
satisfied that under existing conditions it will be only possible 
for us to vote for the lesser of two evils and not for a redu~ 
tion, as we should. We will be compelled to choose between the 
Senate amendment of $2 per hundred pounss or the original 
House rate of $2.40 per hundred pound , notwithstanding the 
fact that the commi ion that investigated the sugar duty re
ported the nresent rate of $1.76 should be reduced. Instead of 
that you an~ increasing it. 

I wish to ,insert. as part of my remarks the statement of 
Congressman CRISP, a recognized authority, and I know that 
no one can deny his knowledge of that schedule or could 
question the correctness of same : 

Among the tax· burdens which bulge the pending tariff bill the pro
posed increase of duty on sugar s tands as the least justified and the 
most indefensible. For over 100 years the Government by bounties in 
tariff acts has attempted to build up a hothouse sugar industry. To
day, in continental nited States, we produce only one-sixth of the 
sugar consumed. The American people are compelled to pay millions 
of dollars in tribute to the sugar producers. A tariff of 2 cents or 
more a pound will simply enrich Americans operating in the Philippines 
and our other possessions at the further expense of the American con
suming public. There are 23,000,000 families in the United States 
consuming 80 per cent of the sugar used, and upon these will fall 
the burden of the increased tax, proposed for the benefit of a fiourishing 
monopoly. 

As I said before, I am ready, willing, and eager to vote for 
protection for the American laboring man and the worthy in
dustries, but I do not vote for this bill because, instead of pro
tecting the American wage earner, you are protecting from 
competition the trusts and monopo~ies who, under the present 
law, have been able to mulct, yes rob, the American consumer 
of millions, as shown in their reports, whenever they desire to 
unload millions of additional shares of watered stock on the 
public on the strength of tremendous profits and large divi
dends, while on the other hand, they appeal here for a high 
protective tariff on the . bowing of a weak financial report and 
threatened bankruptcy. 

I also wish to insert a statement of a great tariff student, 
the lady from New Jersey, who has the interest of the ladies 
at heaJ;t: 

While it is impossible at this time to name all of the 20,000 items 
contained in the blll, and include in the conference report submitted to 
the House, a few of the outstanding items r elating to the nece sities of 
life and of pai·ticular intere t to women are in order. Handkerchiefs, a 
necessity, will be increased 3% each. There has been placed a 10 per 
cent tax on hides, which should have remained on the free list, 12% 
to 30 pet· cent on leather and 20 per cent on shoes. This means that 
a $5 pair of shoes will cost $1 a pair more and a $10 pair of shoes $2 
a pair more. This bill is an outrage and the people of the country 
should riRe up against a condition that will permit a majority party to 
not only tax the dothes they wear but also upon their table. 

The charges, made in former years that these inequities are 
made possible and that the, e specially protected industries are 
securing this unwan-anted high protection because of the large 
contributions to the Republican campaign fund which made 
po sible the buying of elections, · have !:>een denied. But these 
charges cnn no longer be dismis.:ed with a grand gesture as 
GnUNflY, the chief lobbyist, has·· been obliged to confess that 

protection was granted according to contributions made to the 
Republican campaigns. 

It· is indeed unfortunate that the people of the country are 
obliged to suffer for the Republican Party's machinations and 
double-dealings. In order to secure the support and vote of the 
agncultural communities in the West and Middle West they 
pledged special protection to them. But on the otller hand, they 
pledged to the New · England interests, in restitution for the 
millions needed to elect Hoover, special protection which has 
been embodied in this bill and which will increase the profits 
of New England's industries to the detriment of not only the 
f-armer but all the people of America. 

Due to the duplicity and double-dealing to secure the election, 
the country finds itself hamstrung and practically prostrate 
because the uncertainty of a year's dillydallying with this tariff 
legislation has played havoc with every industry and busine s in 
the United States and has added to the depression and ruinous 
situation and the unemployment of millions of American citizens. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHAFER]. 

1\Ir. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentle
men of the House, I am going to support and vote for the 
amendment offered by the distinguished chairman of the Ways 
and Meims Committee, to recede and concur in Senate amend-
ment No. 371 with an amendment. [Applause.] · 

I am one of those who favor a restrictive immigration quota 
and a protective tariff to protect the industries and labor of 
the American people from unfair competition with cheap foreign 
products. 

I am amazed to find now in the great Southland Members 
who will stand on the floor of this House and advocate the 
principle of voting to keep out all aliens from entering our 
country, who also stand up repeatedly and advocate that the 
product of alien labor and indush·y should come here un
checked, in unfair competition with our American workmen and 
industry. 

I remember not many months ago when nearly every Mem
ber of the delegation in the House from the great State of 
Wisconsin sat in solemn conference and signed a request to the 
Ways and Means Committee to have change made in the bill 
as originally reporft>d. We asked for a protective tariff to 
protect the calf-tanning industry in our great State, which has 
been driven to the wall through the excessive importation of 
cheaply produced foreign leathers. We asked for an increased 
tariff in the dairy and • other farm-products schedules. This 
protection for the calf-tanning industry and much of the in· 
crea e for dairy and farm products was included in the tariff 
bill and was incorporated in the portion of the conference re.
port which the House recently adopted. Yesterday many of those 
who request-ed protection for the calf-leather tanning industry 
and the additional protection for products of my State were on 
the opposite side of the roll call voting against the very things 
that our deleuation asked for. I am very grateful that Mem
bers of the House, including those Members from the States 
which need 'protection for the lumber industry, stood up in their 
places and voted to accept that conference report and help the 
farmers, indu ;trial workers, and industries of my great State. 
[Applause.] 

The problems of the industrial worker and the farmer are 
closely interwoven, and I am surprised to find advocates of pro
tection for the farmer, like the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
RAMSEYER], opposing this needed tariff to protect the workers 
in our lumber industry, and calling attention to the fact that 
said tariff will result in unfavorable relations with Canada 
with reference to the propo ed St. Lawrence waterway. If 
we would follow the position of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
RAMSEYER], we could not but reach a conclusion that the gen
tleman from Iowa should also stand on the floor of the House 
and advocate that we leave Canadian cheese, Canadian butter, 
other Canadian dairy products, and all Canadian farm products 
come over our border without any tariff and compete with the 
products of the American farmers. [Applause.] 

It is remarkable that many of our southern Democratic 
friends, particular in another body, weep crocodile te.ars while 
expounding and advocating a high protective tariff for the 
products of their own State, and then oppose as bitterly as they 
can protection for the products of other States. I can not 
understand the Repre entatives from the great Southland who 
advocate that all immigration be stopped. in the name of pro
tecting American workmen standing on the floor of the House 
and· oppo ing a tariff which i · necessary to prevent unfair com
petition of the products of those aliens while re !<ling in their 
own country. I am one of those who voted against the Blease 
amendment to the cement schedule. We were told that if the 
Blease amendment was not adopted the costs of the subways 
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in New York and of roads in the Southern States would be 
higher. . 

If that is a good reason for bringing the cheap foreign ce
ment, produced by alien labor, to this country, to lower the cost 
of subways in New York City and the roads in South Carolina, 
I submit the cost could be further reduced if legislation would 
be enacted to exempt alien workers for those projects from the 
immigration quota, and have each ship that brings in the for
eign cement also transport the alien workers. [.Applause.] 

The motion of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 
properly retains telephone, trolley, electric-light, and telegraph 
poles of cedar or other woods on the free list. 

These poles are not manufactured, only the limbs and outer 
bark being removed, all other processes of manufacture, such 
as shaving, roofing, -gaining, and creosoting, being done in this 
country by .American labor ; there is, then, no question of com
petition with manufactured lumber. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balaW!e 
of my time to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LoZIER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri 
is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, until 
I shall have completed my statement I will decline to yield, _ 
after which I will be pleased to answer any question which may 
be propounded to me. I opposed and voted against placing a 
tariff tax on cement and I will vote against putting a tariff tax 
on lumber. 

I desire to preface my remarks with a quotation from a 
speech made by a very distinguished .American, a former Mem
ber of this House and subsequently a Member of the Senate 
of the United States, and in my time I will ask the Clerk to 
read what this outstanding 4.merican publicist bad to say about 
placing a tariff tax on lumber. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the Clerk 
will read the quotation. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows:. 
During the entire war, when we were seeking. everything on the 

earth, and in the skies, and in the waters under the earth, out of 
which taxation could be wrung, it never entered into the conception 
of Congress to tax breadstuffs-never. During the most pressing 
exigencies of the terrible contest in which we were engaged, neither 
breadstuffs nor lumber eve;r became the subject of 1 penny of taxa
tion. • • • Now, as to the article of lumber, I again remind the 
House that there bas never been a tax upon this article. The gentle
man from Ohio may talk on this question as he pleases ; but I say 
that wherever the western frontiersman undertakes to make for him
self a home, to till the soil, to carry on thE! business of life, he needs 
lumber for his cabin, he needs lumber for his fence, be needs lumber 
for his wagon or cart, he needs lumber for his plough, he needs lum
ber for almost every purpose in his dally life. 

Mr. LOZIER. You ha,ve listened to a statement made by one 
of the greatest .American statesmen. That is not the language 
of Thomas F. Bayard, .Allen G. Thurman, John G~ Carlisle, 
Daniel W. Voorhees, George G. Vest, Woodrow Wilson, William 
J. Bryan, William R. Morrison, Frank Hurd, or Oscar Under
wood ; it is not the language of any Democrat, Progressive, or 
pseudo-Republican, but it fell from the silver tongue of a 
man who for more than a generation was the idol and high 
priest of the Republican Party, James G: Blaine, the Plumed 
Knight of the Republican Party. [.Applause.] 

Had it not been for his caustic remarks comparing Roscoe 
Conkling to a proud, strutting turkey gobbler, Mr. Blaine would 
undoubtedly have been President of the United States. His 
Republicanism has never been and can not be questioned. 
During three or four of the most important decades in the 
history of our Nation he was undeniably the most popular and 
brilliant Republican leader, and his commanding genius won the 
admiration of Democrats as well as Republicans. He was one 
man that the rank and file of the Republican Party permitted 
to enter its party's holy of holies and eat its political shewbread 
without let or without hindrance. Mr. Blaine called the atten
tion of bls partv and the country to the fact that when the 
great Civil War was raging, when the life ot our Nation 
trembled in the balance, when we were seeking every possible 
subject and object of taxation in order to raise revenue to carry 
on the great Civil War, no one ever had the temerity to suggest 
that a tax be laid upon lumber, which would be a tax upon 
every familiy in the United States. The present leadership of 
the Republican Party, in trying to impose a tax on lumber, are 
disregarding the wise counsel of their great Republican leader, 
Mr. Blaine, who vigorously opposed any tariff tax on lumber as 
an. unnecessary burden on every family, rich and poor. 

I want to quote from another eminent Republican, Representa
tive John .A. Kasson, of Iowa, who years ago in opposing a tariff 
on lumber said : 

And now what does this bill do? It raises the tariff on lumoer, 
which is so necessary to the western prairie farmer ; on nails, without 
which be can not drive his boards on hie house or build his fence ; and 
on salt, without which be can not preserve his beef and pork. There 
is hardly a thing we consume which this bill forgets to raise "the duty 
upon. Every prominent necessity of life--fuel, shelter, and clothing
is embraced and made more expensive to the consumer throughout tb~ 
country. Even on boys' pocket knivel! the duty is increased about 
three times, 600 per cent, and yet it is said this is a tariff for mere 
protection. 

I might quote statements from scores of eminent Republicans 
who, while believing in the policy of protection, opposed a tariff 
on lumber, sugar, and many other commodities which the masses 
are compelled to buy. With our indulgence, I will bring to 
you the views of a few men who occupied high and influential 
positions in the Republican Party and whose party zeal and 
loyalty have never been questioned. .As my Democratic col~ 
leagues are almost unanimously opposed to a tariff on cement 
and lumber, I am going to try to convert some of my Repub
lican colleagues to vote in favor of their constituents and 
against a lumber tariff. I shall not quote from any Democrat, 
but I shall endeavor to establish my case by the testimony of 
Republicans of nation-wide influence. I do this in order to 
demonstrate that the present Republican leaders have traveled 
far from the faith and ideals of their political party, and in 
the pending bill have abandoned the platform and teachings of 
the men who guided and controlled the Republi'can Party dur
ing the most brilliant period of its history. 

Representative (afterwards Senator) Knute Nelson, the old 
Republican war horse of Minnesota, in discussing a similar 
tariff bill said : 

In the face of the fact that so many of the barest necessities of life 
are loaded down with the highest kind of tariff taxes, it makes me sick 
at heart to think that there are leading Members on this. side of the 
Chamber who can find at this juncture and under these circumstances 
no other field for tax reduction than the internal-revenue taxes. • • • 
Surely · these things are not the diet on which the poor laboring man 
keeps his family. 

Worthier, better, and juster, it seems to my mind. would it be to 
give our people, the toiling masses, cheaper food, cheaper fuel, cheaper 
clothing, · and cheaper shelter---eheaper because released from the heavy 
and unnecessary bondage of high tariff taxes. I will put free sugar, 
free coal, free salt, and free lumber against free whisky and free 
tobacco under all circumstances, and so will the great mass of the 
American people. 

May I, in this connection, quote the language of James .A. , 
Garfield, another orthodox Republican, one of our three martyr 
Presidents. 

When the average tariff rate was 47 per cent, in discussing 
the necessity of revising and reducing the tariff schedules, Mr. 
Garfield said : 

Unless the tariff men take heed, unless they consent to a rational 
and considerate adjustment of the tariff such as only can be made 
by the fu~ light that a careful statistical study of the subject will 
bring, I fear from them, more than from any other source, a reaction 
which will bring us by-and-by into free trade and all its consequences 
of evil to the manufacturing interests of the country. I desire to say. 
that, in my judgment, it is not the best mode of defending a tari1l' to 
denounce every man who does not pronounce the shibboleth after our 
fashion as an enemy of the tariff. 

Although life-long Republican, Mr. Garfield realized that the 
excessive tariff rates were established as war measures and at · 
that time it was not contended that these high war ta.rifts would 
continue very long after the end of the war that called them 
into existence. Indeed, the act of July 14, 1862, stated in its 
title that it was "an act increasing temporarily the duties on j 
imports and for other purposes." 

Garfield realized, as many thoughtful Republicans now realize, 
that the manufacturing classes will take control of the Re
publican Party and completely. dominate it unless the rank anq 
file of the party assert their power and keep tariff taxes within 
reasonable limits. By their inordinate greed and excessive 
demands, the industrial classes have made it almost impossible 
for the Republican Party to write a tariff bill that will be fair 
to the agricultural classes and the consuming public generally. 

On another occasion Mr. Garfield again called attention to 
the fact that the Republican Party was going too far and fixing 
tariff taxes too high for the good of the Nation. He said: 
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We have seen that one extreme school of economists would place the 

price of all manufactured articles in the hands of foreign producers by 
rendering it impossible for our manufacturers to compete with them; 
while the other extreme school, by making it impossible for the foreigner 
to sell his competing wares in our market, would give the people no 
immediate check upon the prices which our manufacturers might fix 
for their products. I disagree with both these extremes. 

I hold that a properly adjusted competition between home and foreign 
products is the best gage by which to regulate international trade. 
Duti£:-s should be so high that our manufacturers can fairly compete 
with the foreign product, but .not so high as to enable them to drive 
out the foreign article, enjoy a monopoly of the trade, and regulate 
the prices as they please. This -is my doctrine of protection. If Con
gre!Os pursues this lloo of policy steadily, we shall year by year approach 
more nearly to the basis of free tra-de, because we shall be more nearly 
able to compete with other nations on equal terms. I am for a pro
tection which leads to ultimate free trade. 

Mr. Chairman, examining the po ibilities of the situation, I believe 
the true course for the friends of protection to pursue is to reduce the 
rates on imports wherever we can justly and safely do so, and accept
ing neither of the extreme doctrines urged on this floor, endeavor to 
establish a stable policy that will commend itself to all patriotic and 
thoughtful ~ople. 

On another occasion Mr. Garfield said: 
I am for a protection which leads to ultimate free trade. • • • 

Modern scholarship is <>n the side of free trade. 

Now, no one ''"ill question the Republicanism of Benjamin 
Harrison. While representing Indiana in the United States Sen
ate, when the average ad valorem tariff rate was 42 per cent, 
and there wa~ a nation-wide demand for a reduction of the 
tariff downward, Mr. Harrison recognized the necessity of re
ducing tariff taxes, and in discussing this question, said : 

The creation of the Tariff Commission was a confession that the 
taritr needs revision. If the report comes tn it should be promptly 
acted upon. My opinion is that no time should be lost, after Congress 
assembles, in bringing forward these measures. 

Well, the Tariff Commission mentioned by Senator Harrison 
recommended a reduction in the average rate of duty of 20 per 
cent, but notwithstanding this recommendation the Republican 
Party immediately proceeded, not to lower, but to increase the 
tariff. And, as an evidence of Senator Harrison's eagerness to 
reduce tariff taxes, he immediately voted to put perfumery and 
playing cards on the free list. · 

1\fr. Benson J. Lossing, the venerable historian, was a lifelong 
Republican, but late in life he declared that the high-tariff group 
in the Republican Party was a clog upon the wheel of American 
progress, and that the extreme point to which the protective 
system has been carried has brought riches and gigantic for
tunes to the few and poverty to the many. In discussing the 
protective system he said: 

During the past 25 years of high protection the small shopkeeper a.nd 
the artisan have been driven out of the country. We are a Nation of 
workers without an apprentice system, and a · generation without a 
trade. We teach our boys to make a rivet or last a shoe, but never to 
make an entire article or a piece of machinery. The man with a few 
bwidred dollars can no longer enter into business. Protection has 
placed the industries and the shops of the land in · the bands of the 
weaJtby, and made the masses contributors, but never beneficiaries. 

Henry Clay, the great exponent of the so-called American or 
protective system, said: 

No one, in the commencement of the protective policy, ever supposed 
that it was to be perpetual. 

Justin S. Morrill, t~e father of the modern protective system 
and the autbor of the Civil War tariff, known as the Morrill 
Act, said: 

The tari.Jf was intended to be revised so that there should be some 
reduction in the cosj: of living. It was obvious from the first that 
woolens and wools would have to submit to their fair, equitable, and 
just share. 

4 

Kansas has had no more brilliant son than John James In
galls, Republican Senator from that great agricultural State. 
He saw that the manufacturing classes were getting a strangle 
hold on the Republican Party, ·dictating tariff schedules that 
were indefensibly higb, and at every session of Congress de
manding more and more bounties and spoils. He realized that 
the industrial classes were not satisfied with reasonable tariff 
protection but sought tQ use the taxing power of the Nation to 
augment their unearned bounties and swell their constantly 
growing profits. He sympathized with the masses and his elo
que-nt tongue vehemently upbraided the leaders of his party for 
their surrender to the special-privileged classes. In a speech in 
the United States Senate, in discussing the greed, growth, and 

cynical power and influence of the capitalistic and special
privileged classes, Senator Ingalls said: 

We can not disguise the tmth that we are •on the verge of an impend
ing revolution; the old issues arc dead. The people are arraying them
selves upon one side or the other of a. portentous contest. On one side 
is capital, formidably intrenched in privilege, arrogant from continued 
triumph, conservative, tenacious to old the<>ries, demanding new conces
sions, enriched by domestic levy and foreign commerce, and struggling 
to adjust all values to its own standard. On the other hand is labor 
asking for employment, striving to develop domestic industries, battlln~ 
with the forces of nature, and subduing the wilderness; laoor, starving 
and sullen in cities, resolutely determined to overthrow a system under 
which the rich are growing richer and the poor are growing poorer ; a 
system which gives to a Vanderbilt the p<>ssession of wealth beyond the 
dreams of avarice and condemns the poor to a poverty which has p.o 
refuge from starvation but the prison or the grave. 

Though uttered four decades ago, these words were prophetic. 
enator Ingalls fore aw the triumph of the privileged classes 

and the control of our executive and legislative departments by 
the selfish, sordid, and cynical economic freebooter who fatten 
on governmental bounties and use the agencies and instrumen
talities of our Nation to profiteer and build up enormous for
tunes by picking the pockets of the consuming public. 

William McKinley, the Chevalier Bayard of protection, while 
an aggressive advocate of high tariffs, realized that the bene
ficiaries of protection weTe often greedy and unreasonable in 
their demands and that Congress should not allow them to 
dictate our tariff laws. In 1882 he said: 

The ft·ee list might be enlarged without affecting injuriously a single 
American interest. 

When Mr. McKinley made this statement the average ad 
valorem tariff rate was 42 per cent. The free list has not been 
enlarged, but gradually reduced by the Republican Party. On 
many commodities much used by· the general public the duties 
have been raised and are higher than they were in 1882. 
At that time the Republican Party had not sold its body and 
soul to the tariff lords. At that time the protected madufac
turers were not invited to write our tariff laws. In tho e days 
the leaders of the Republican Party represented the people and 
had too much self-respect to allow the beneficiaries of our 
tariff laws to write . our tariff schedules and :fix the rate of 
duty. Now, when a tariff bill is being considered, the bucca
neers of big busineSs appear like a Macedonian phalanx before 
the Committee on Ways and Means and arrogantly demand that 
this or that duty be raised, and the present leaders of the Re
publican Party grant their requests. 

As far back as 1871 we bad a Salt Trust that controlled our 
domestic market and earned en<>rrilons profits. At that time 
the Onondaga Salt Works had a monopoly on this article of 
universal use. Now, we have a large group of producers of salt, 
sheltered under an indefensibly high tariff on salt, earning large 
profits, and enjoying a bombproof monopoly. In discussing this 
question in this Chamber in 1871 Representative Eugene Hale, a 
Republican, said : 

I believe there is no one question about which the reflection of millions 
of pe<>ple, day by day, is so decided as it is in declaring that there should 
be no tax on this article of salt. I believe this article should go upon 
the free list; that the monopoly which has obtained heretofore for the 
Onondaga Salt Works, as great and complete as any monopoly ever 
granted by the Tudors in England's most despotic times-ought to 
cease. 

But for 58 years since ~enator Hale made this appeal, the Salt 
'l~rust has been able to control legislation and keep salt on the 
dutiable list, except from 1913 to 1922, when the Underwood Act 
was in force. The pending bill carries a duty of 11 cents per 
hundred pounds on sait in bag!'!, sacks, barrels, or other pack
ages, which duty was also imposed by the Payne-Aldrich and 
Fordney-McCumber Acts. 

In discussing the tariff from the standpoint of agriculture, 
Senator William B. Allison, of Iowa, said: 

The agricultural interest, it will be seen, is much the. largest interest 
in its aggregate product, as well as in the number of per ons employed. 
I believe that no one will claim that this large interest is directly pro
tected. It is true that onder customs laws there is a small duty upon 
wheat, barley, oats, and other agricultural products, but it does not 
afford any protection to the ireat wheat and grain producing regions of 
the country. 

And at the present time I do not think any well-informed stu
dent of economics or agricultural conditions will contend that 
the present tari.ff on agricultural products is effective. While 
we have a tariff of 42 cents a bushel on wheat, wheat has re
cently been selling for about 10 or 15 cents a bushel more in 
Winnipeg, ~anada, than the same grade of wheat brings in the 
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United States. As we produce an exportable surplus of wheat, 
wheat prices in America are determined by the price of wheat 
in Liverpool and other open markets of the world. Mr. Allison 
recognized this situation and said: 

Unfortunately for the farmer the market price of wheat is fixed by 
the price which the surplus will bring abroad or the price of wheat 
in London or Liverpool. At that market, where the surplus is sold 

• and which fixes the value of the whole crop, he comes in competition 
with the grain produced in the Crimea, in Hungary, and in the region 
of the Baltic from fi elds cultivated by what is known in comparison with 
our own as pauper labor. 

A few years ago our Republican friends denied that the price 
of wheat in our domestic markets was regulated or determined 
by the price abroad, but no well-informed Republican will now 
deny that the price of wheat in the United States· is determined 
by the price we get for our exportable surplus in the markets 
of the world. President Coolidge, Secretary of Agl'icu1ture 
Wallace, in official documents have made this admission, and its 
truth is self-evident. 

In answering the " home-market " argument, and the sugges
tion that we should not produce a surplus of agricultural prod
ucts, Senator Allison said: 

But I am told we must so legislate as to furnish a home market for 
all our agricultural products, and this can only be done by high tariff. 
Anyone examining the subject will see that our agricultural products 
increase more rapidly than our population, so that if we do not export 
these products in their natural condition, we must do so by converting 
them into manufactured articles and export these articles. But this 
can not be done under a high tariff, for all nations will buy manufac
tured products where they are the cheapest, and the nation selling the 
cheapest will control the market. This rule excludes our highly taxed 
manufactures, made from highly taxed material, from the markets of 
the world, although we have natural advantages possessed by no other 
nation. 

It is interesting to note that many of the tariff schedules are 
now much higher than they were 59 years ago when Senator 
Allison made the statements to which I have referred. 

Bon. Charles J. Folger was a Republican Secretary ·of the 
Treasury. In 1883 he said in his annual report: 

It is conceded by all that a substantial reduction should be made 
upon nearly all imported articles subjected to duties. 

Forty-five years have elapsed since Secretary Folger called 
attention to the nation-wide demand for a reduction of tariff 
duties, but the tariff on many of the articles in most general 
use by the common people has been materially raised, and 
in many cases doubled and trebled. 

Bon. John D. Long, of Massachusetts, said : 
There are only two ways to reduce the tariff : One, by ra1smg the 

tariff to a prohibitory height, which nobody advocates; the other, the 
free list. The free list is the honest revenue reformer's hope. 

And yet, after nearly half a century, we find the Republican 
Party continues to transfer from the free list to the dutiable 
list many of the articles in universal use, which means a "tre
mendous increase in the cost of living to millions of people in 
America, generally designated the masses or common people. 

I am quoting from these eminent Republican authorities to 
show that the present leaders of the Republican Party have 
abandoned the principles of the men who founded and nurtured 
that party. The r eactionary leaders who are in the saddle 
and controlling the Republican Party have departed far from 
the old trails and abandoned the faith and ideals of the men 
under whose leadership it achieved its most splendid accom
plishments. 
_ In his annual message in 1882 Chester A. Arthur, a Repub-
lican President, said: • 

• The present tariff system is in many respects unjust_ It makes un-
equal distribution both of its burden and its benefits_ • • • I rec
ommend an:.. enlargement of the free list and a substantial reduction of 
the duties upon manufactures o.f cotton, iron and steel, sugar, molasses, 
silk, WC!ol, ~nd woolen goods. 

The tariff at that time was much less than under the present 
law or the pending bill. If these great Republican leaders could 
return to this old earth they would be amazed to find that in

ead of the tariff being reduced, as they recommended 30, 40, 
or 50 years ago, it bas been very substantially increased, in 
many instan<!es doubled, trebled, or quadrupled. 

Senator James W. Grimes, a Republican, of Iowa, in a speech 
in the Senate called attention to the fact that the protectionists 
bad opened the vials of their indignant wrath upon the heads 
of thote who would not consent to grant them extortionate 
tariff rates on their commodities. Even at that early date the 
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industrialists bad succeeded in suborning or 'subsidizing por
tions of the public press, through which they viciously assailed 
every Member of Congress who refused to accede to their un
conscionable demands. Senator Grimes said: 

Large manufacturing interests of the country, not satisfied with the 
enormous profits they have realized during the past six years, are deter
mined, at whatever hazard, to put more money in their pockets; and 
to this end they have persuaded some and coerced other manufactur
ing interests to unite with them in a great combination demand for 
what they call protection to American labor, but what some others call 
robbery of the American labol'er and agriculturist. 

It is the fashion to denounce every man who does not favor a prohib
itory tariff as a free trader. • " • We disagree as to bow much 
money shall be taken from the pocket of Peter to support and enrich 
his brother Paul. 

Gen. John A. Logan, a Republican candidate for Vice Presi
dent, a Representative, and Senator, while speaking in the 
House, denied that the high tariff benefited the laboring men· 
who were not skilled laborers employed in the protected indus~ 
tries. He said : 

And when a gentlema.n stands upon tbis floor and tells me tbat this 
high, extraordinary high tariff is for the protection of tbe laboring 
men of this country who are .not skilled laborers, I tell him I do not 
understand how he can possibly substantiate such a theory. 

I have before me numerous quotations from outstanding 
leaders of the Republican Party who believed in a policy of 
protection, but opposed an unreasonable and unfair extension 
of this policy, as is proposed in the pending bill. The Repub
lican Party can stand by the protective policy without turning 
our Governme~t completely over to the manufacturing classes. 
In their zeal to favor the manufacturer the Repulican Party 
should not forget its duties and obligations to the agric-ultural 
classes and the great consuming public. The tariff rates carried 
by the pending bill are unreasonable, excessive, and absolutely 
indefensible. 

President Hoover called an extra session of Congress for the 
express and specific purpose of enacting legislation to place 
agriculture on an equality with other industries. He did this 
in order to fulfill his pledge and to relieve agriculture from the 
economic handicaps under which it is laboring. He suggested 
only a limited revision of the tariff. The President did not con
template any general upward revision of the industrial schedule. 
The Republican Party leaders in Congress haY"e ignored the 
recommendations -of President Hoover and are railroading 
through Congress a tariff law carrying the highest rates of any 
bill since the foundation of our Government. The manufactur
ing -classes have been given increased bounties in every schedule. 
The tariff rates have been boosted out of sight. 

Under the pending bill the increased rates on manufactured 
commodities will widen the spread between what the farmer 
gets for his products and what he pays for his supplies. This 
bill imposes a tariff oil cement, lumber, and many other articles 
that the farmer uses and that are now on the free list. The 
cost of everything the farmer buys will be substantially increased 
under this bill. 

The tariff on lumber is outrageous. Those who understand 
the agricultural si tuation kno.w that the farmers of the Nation, 
as a class, are on the verge of bankruptcy. Their farm build
ings are in poor repair; dwellings, barns, sheds, and outhouses 
are in need of repairs; roofs are leaking; and the farm buildings 
more or less dilapidated. The farmer is unable to build fences, 
cribs, and granaries. The economic distress from which the 
American farmers are suffering is the result of legislative favor
itism extended to other vocational group...;; at the expense of 
agriculture. 

The Government has come to the aid of the industrial clas~es, 
stabilizing their business, granting t11em bounties, and enacting 
high tariff schedules, which giv-e them unreasonable and exces
sive profits, and which profits come out of the pockets of the 
American farmer. 

My colleagues from WashiJ:igton and Oregon · told you that 
many lumber mills and corporations have gone into bankruptcy 
in the last two years and that many thousands of lumber-mill 
workers are out of employment. Listen to me. For every lum
ber company that has become insolvent in the last 10 years, 500 
farmers have gone bankrupt. For every mill worker that has 
suffered from unemployment in the last 10 years, 100 farmers 
have lost all of their earthly possessions. 

The buying power of the American farmer has been reduced 
to such an extent that be is unable to buy the commodities that 
come from the mills and factories. For years the agricultural 
classes have been compelled to use their old harness, old ma
chinery, old implements, old vehicles for the reason that they are 

.. 



.. 

8232 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 2 
not able to replace this worn-out equipment. He needs new 
equipment and would buy the products of mills and factories 
if his financial condition would permit. There are approxi
m.ateiy 6,000,000 idle spindles in the United States, most of them 
in the New England States. Why are these spindles idle; why 
are these factories working one-half or two-thirds of the time? 
The reason is obvious. Through the operation of high tariff 
laws you have, from year to year, increased the price of your 
industrial products, and by these ever-increasing tariff rates 
you have reduced the buying power of the American farmer to 
such a.n extent that he can not purchase and pay for the com
modities from your mills and factories. Every time you increase 
tariff rates you correspondingly reduce the purchasing power 
of the American farmer, your best customer. 

The American farmer sells his products in a free market and 
buys his supplies in a market protected and boosted .by high 
tariff laws. By these unreasonable tariffs, the manufacturer is 

. kilting the goose that lays the golden egg. The purchasing 
power of the farmer has been practically destroyed. He can not 
balance his budget, pay his taxes and interest, and have any
thing left to buy the products that come from your mills and 
factories. He can not buy your harness ; he is not able to buy 
yom· woolen goods, your metal products, your chemicals, or the 
other output of your factories because of discriminatory legisla
tion which constantly increases the spread between what he gets 
for his commodities and what he pays for his supplies. -

By this lumber tariff yon increase the cost on every shingle, 
lath, board, or other lumber the farmer buys to repair his build
ings. If he wishes to repair his fences, by this lumber tariff 
you increase the cost. If he wishes to remodel his dwelling or 
outbuildings, by this proposed tariff you dig deeper and deeper 
into his pockets. This bill will add a tremendous burden to the 
farmers of this Nation, notwithstanding the fact that Congress 
was called into extraordinary session to enact legislation to 
relieve the ·farmer of some of his burdens, which are the result 
of legislative favoritism. 

By this bill you are not granting the farmer any relief what
soever but you are placing additional burdens upon him. You 
are slapping your President in the face by passing a tariff bill 
that will drop a dime in one pocket of a farmer and take a 
dollar out of the other pocket. This tariff bill does not fulfill 
the ·promises made by either of the great political parties. You 
are passing a tariff bill the President of the United States never 
asked or expected you to pass. By this bill you are increasing 

. the burdens of the American farmer, and it signally fails to 
equalize agriculture with the other vocational groups. 

This bill is absolutely indefensible. It robs the many to enrich 
the few. Let me say to my colleagues who com·e from the agri
cultural districts, "You can not defend your vote in favor of a 
tax on cement ; you can not defend your vote in favor of a tariff 
on lumber or sugar. When you go home and look your con
stituents in the face, how can you defend your action in voting 
for a bill that increased the price of everything your constituents 
buy?" 

By voting for a tariff on cement, lumber, sugar, and other 
articles of general consumption by your constituents you are 
placing a burden, an unnecessary burden, on the people you 
represent, because by voting for this bill you increase the cost 
of every fence post, shingle, lath, cement block, plank, or stick 
of lumber that your constituents buy. By your vote you will 
increase the price of every building, shed, fence, cement block, 
water tank, or other article used in building. 

If you vote for this bill, be frank with your constituents. 
Go home and look them in the face and tell them that you voted 
to increase the profits of the Cement Trust; that you voted to in
crease the price of lumber, sugar, and practically everything 
else your people buy; and tell them that by your vote, instead of 
granting substantial relief to the American fa.n:ner, you in
creased his burdens. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, how much time does 

the gentleman yield back? 
The SPEAKER. Two minutes. 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. I yield that to the gentleman from 

Georgia. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I want to address 

you for a moment about the parliamentary situation, because 
there seems to be some confusion with reference to it. 

As to the amendment proposing a duty on lumber of $1.50, 
Chairman HAWLEY says that he is going to move to agree to 
that amendment, with an amendment making the duty 75 
cents. If that motion is lost, then it will be in order to move 
that the House further insist on its disagreement to the Sen
ate amendment, the effect of that being to send the bill back 
to confe.rence with the conferees having knowledge that the 
House is standing for free lumber. 

If the Hawley motion prevails and yon ~gree to 75 cents, that 
disposes of the Senate amendment, so far as the House is now 
concerned. 

On the shingle amendment, the motion will be made to 
concur in the Senate amendment, which places shingles on the 
free list. If that motion prevails, the matter is disposed of 
and out of the hands of the conferees, and shingles are to be 
free. If that motion is lost, then it goes back to conference. 

I make the statement for some Members seem to be of the 
impression that if the Hawley amendment is lost they would · 
have no chance to express themselves on free lumber. If the 
Hawley amendment is voted down, the House will have an 
opportunity to express itself on free lumber. 

1\lr. BURTNESS. 'Viii the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRISP. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. What is the parliamentary situation with 

reference to amendments 369 and 370? 
Mr. CRISP. If amendment 369, which strikes out the provi

sion of a duty on logs-if you concur in the Senate amendment 
it puts logs on the free list. 

Mr. BURTNESS. When will the vote come on these amend
ments? 

Mr. CRISP. As far as I am concerned, I am willing to 
accommodate the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
as to which one is voted on first. I do not think it makes any 
difference. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRISP. Yes. 
1\lr. MONTAGUE. If the Hawley amendment is not adopted, 

we are thrown back to the $1.50 duty. 
Mr. CRISP. No; the House disagrees to the Senate amend

ment, which throws the subject matter back to conference. The 
conferees are duty bound to stand in conference for the views 
of the House. The vote notifies the conferees the House is for 
free lumber. If they should agree to a duty under these condi
tions, when they report back the House can repudiate their 
agreement. The House will have full control of the matter. 
We do not have to accept any report or agreement of the con
ferees unless a majority of the House approves of their action. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I left? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman has eight minutes remaining. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of 

the House, in the few minutes I have remaining I want to sum 
up some of the issues. When I appeared em·lier in the after
noon I had before you a number of char ... s, with figures from the 
Tariff Commission and other authentic source showing you 
that the United States is the greatest exporter of lumber in the 
world and that almost altogether from the States of Washing
ton and Oregon ; that we sell much more lumber out of the 
States of Washington and Oregon than Canada to Japan, to 
China, to South America, and to the rest of the world. The 
only conclusion that can be drawn from this is that we can 
undersell Canada in the lumber markets of the world. I also 
showed you that from Wa hington and Oregon we in 1928 ex
ported 269,003,000 feet of logs, chiefly to Japan, while the 
Canadian exports of logs to Japan for the same year were only 
122,701,000 feet. 

While the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HADLEY] was 
speaking he said something about the costs of production of 
shingles in British Columbia and in Washington and stated 
that it was too complicated a matter to go into. I have before 
you now a chart showing the differences in costs of production 
in British Columbia and Washington on shingles. It is a very 
simple matter and easily understood. The chart is ba ed on 
figures from the Tariff Commi sion, which made a very exhaus
tive study a few years ago of costs of producing shingles in 

-British Columbia and in the State of Washington. The only 
justification r a protective duty is to equalize differences iD 
cost of production here and •abroad. The chart before you 
demonstrates conclusively that the costs of production of 
shingles in British Columbia are higher than in Washington. 
Every element of cost is higher there than here, including 
material cost, labor cost, mill cost, and interest cost. From any 
standpoint of the protective theory there is absolutely no justifi
cation for a duty on shingles. 

Every farm organization in the country has petitioned Mem
bers of Congress for free logs, free lumber, and free shingles. 
The gentleman from .Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] and other gent 
men urging duties on logs, lumber, and shingles have left the 
farmers clear out of the picture. In my speech earlier in the 
day I told you what Chairman Legge, of the Federal Farm , 
Board, had to say in regard to the trouble with the lumber 1 

industry. He did not say that the lumber and shingle indus- , 
tries needed duties. He called attention to the fact that the 1 

purchasing power of the farmers is less now than it was eight ! 
~r nine years · ago, and that what the lumber industry needed 
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was not duties but an Increase in the farmers' purchasing power. 
As I called to your attention earlier in the day, the farmers 
consume about 50 per cent of the lumber and 70 per cent of 
the shingles. In 1928 the farmers paid out only a little over 
one-third as much for construction material as they did in 1921, 
and nearly every bit of the construction material used by the 
farmers is lumber and shingles. 

Although the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] asked 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. BA wm] why, in his proposed 
amendment to the Jones amendment, he intended to leave a duty 
on the farmers' lumber and to take off the duty on railroad ties, 
telephone and t-elegraph poles, and -r>ut . uch ties and poles on the 
:r.·ee list for the benefit of the public utilities which u e the tie 
and poles, the gentleman from Oregon, nor anyone else, to this 
moment has undertaken to give an answer to the question of the 
gentleman from Alabama. Furthermore, no one has undertaken 
to refute what 1\fr. Legge said was the matter with the lumber 
industry. Of cour e, such an undertaking would be hopeless. 
I also tated that duties on logs, lumber, and shingles, according 
to the testimony.of lumbermen and lumber experts, would inure 
to the benefit of the owner · of standing timber and not to the 
mill owners or the mill workers. That has not been denied by 
anyone. . 

Some reference has been made to the employment of oriental 
·labor in Britigh Columbia. I understand there is some oriental 
labor employed in the shingle mills there, but according to the 
findings of the Tariff Commission they are paid the same wages 
as white labor. 

Southern lumber companies have urged a duty on lumber, 
claiming that lumber from British Columbia comes into the 
South in large quantitie . '.fhere seems to be no foundation for 
this. This morning one of the lumber ex-perts got from the 
records of the United States Forest Service tables of distribution 
of lumber for 1928, showing the consumption of lumber in Texas 
for that year. For your information I read: 

Consumption: Texas consumes annually 1,500,000,000 feet of lumber. 
Source : This lumber comes from-

Feet 
1. Southern pine region (yellow pine)---------------- 1, 382, 170, 000 
2. California (redwood and California white and sugar 

pine)---------------------------------------- 33,747,000 
3. Idaho (Idaho white pine)------------------------ 8, 626, 000 
4. Oregon and Washington (Douglas fir and a small 

quantity of western yellow pine)---------------- 126, 256, 000 
5. Canada (Douglas fir)____________________________ 1,184,000 
6. Other foreign countries (largely from Mexico)------ 9, 000, 000 

It i suggested that a duty should be imposed on lumber in 
order to exclude imports from Russia. Let us see what the 
situation is in regard to the importation of lumber from Russia. 

Ru ian lumber compete with no American wood. Practi
cally all imports of lumber from Russia are spruce, and its 
competition is with eastern Canadian spruce. The small re
maining stand o.f pruce in this country is. being used almost 
solely for paper and the supply is very limited. 

Russian lumber is expensive lumber. The average price xe
ceived by the principal importer on all his sales of Russian 
lumber over a period of three years was $38.74 per thousand 
feet. Douglas fir and southern pine are selling in the same 
market at approximately $25 a tliousand feet wholesale. 

The actual importations ot lumber from Russia last year were 
only 37,936,000 feet on a contract which called for a minimum 
of 51,000,000 feet, with a maximum allowance of 69,000,000 feet. 
This quantity is equivalent to the cut of one fair-sized American 
sawmill, and is only one-eighth of 1 per cent of total domestic 
consumption. 

Rus ia, with. a population of 160,000,000, has a lumber pro
duction of 5,000,000,000 feet, and the United States, with 125,-
000,000 people, has a production of 35,000,000,000 feet. Russia is 
entering a program of expansion and reconstruction which will, 
if successful, require the use of large quanti-ties of lumber. If 
her plan is successful, any increq.sed production she may have 
will be needed for home consumption. If she is not succe ·sful, 
she will have no increased production available for export. 
Ru ia ha-s never yet been able to come up to her expectations 
either as to production or export, and any fear that she ·will in 
the future achieve her aims is ungrounded. 

A final factor which will serve to render impossible any 
greatly increased shipments of Russian lumber is the fact that 
the ports of Russia are icebound eight months out of the year 
and tocks of lumber must be carried over for a year or more 
before being disposed of to the consumer in the United States. 
The cost of such carrying will be prohibitive. 

We should not forget tllat we sell Russia four times as much 
merchandi e as we buy from her. Our exports to her of cotton 
alone amount to from $39,100,000 to $47,560,000 annually, ac
cording to Commerce Department figures. This is more than 

fifty times the value of imports of lumber from Russia, which in 
1929 were valued at only $768,465. 

In conclusion, permit me to say a few words of a personal 
nature. There are rumors of some understandings having 
been entered into in regard to votes on lumber and shingles. I 
do not know whether actual trades have been made. I want to 
say to my friends from the Ea t that inasmuch as the farmers 
con urne 50 per cent of the lumber and 70 per cent of the 
shingles, that the attention of the farmers of the country is 
centered on the votes that will be taken this afternoon to place 
logs, lumbei·, and shingles on the free list. I do not want the 
Members of this Bouse this afternoon to impose this unneces
sary burden on the farmers of the country. If you sacrifice the 
interests of the farmers to accommodate some one for past 
favors and vote upon the farmers of the country this additional 
burden, the responsibility will be on you. This is the place 
where you ought to stop, look, and listen. 

1\fr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. No. Just one further statement as to 

procedure. I shall insist that the amendments be voted on in 
the order that they appear in the conference report. The first 
amendment will be on logs. That is the raw material out of 
which lumber and shingles are made. Your vote should be to 
keep logs on the free list. The next vote will be on cedar lum
ber. There, too, your vote should be to keep lumber on the free 
list. A vote to disag1·ee to the next Senate amendment will 
place all softwood lumber on the free list. Another important 
vote will be on shingles. That vote also should be to keep 
shingles on the free list. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

1\Ir. RAMSEYER. Mr. Spe.'lker, under unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD I submit for printing in the 
RECORD a letter from the Department of Commerce on the Rus
sian lumber situation. It reads as follows: 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE ON WOOD UTILIZATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 

0FrriCE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, April 18, 1930. 
The NEW YORK LUMBER TRADE ASSOCIA.TION, 

Room 561?4, Grana Central Terminal, Neto York, N. Y. 
DEAR SIRS: Replying to your letter of April 17, in which you asked 

me for information in regard to the importation of Russian lumber into 
the United States, I am pleased to give you a brief synopsis of the situ
ation as we see it. You will, of course, realize that we do not have 
any representative in Russia at tbe present time, and for this reason 
the information which we have on this subject has been drawn from 
other sources, but we believe them to be reliable. 

According to the Economic Review of the Soviet Union, dated April 
1 and published by the Amtorg Trading Corporation of New York City, 
it appears that the program for the procurement of lumber in Russia 
was only 87 per cent completed "during the month of March. This tal
lies with the information which we have received from other sources, 
and the unsatisfactory showing must be attributed to the low efficiency 
of the Russian laborers and the difficulty which the soviet has with 
conscript and convict labor. 

You will undoubtedly hear a great deal said about the low wages 
paid in Russia, and this will perhaps lead you to conclude that their 
cost of production must be very low. This is not necessarily so, becn.use 
their laborers are not so efficient as American sawmill operators, and 
it is my belief that our cost of labor figured per 1,000 feet of lumber 
produced may not be very far from the Russian figures in some in
stances. This is largely due to the fact that so many sawmills in 
Russia are antiquated and the machinery is very old and inefficient. 
. We have also learned that in their desire to raise money to pay for 
imported supplies the soviet has in many instances ruthlessly cut their 
forests, particularly in districts adjacent to " floating" rivers. This 
means that the loggers will have to go farther and farther inland for 
their supplies, and this naturally will bt•ing up the cost of logging in 
the future. 

Personally, I do not believe that the soviet will be able to increase 
its present exportation of lumber for some time to come. They have 
their bands full in bui!ding up their own country, and thet·e is a great 
demand for lumber for industrial developments going on in several 
parts of Russia, and also for the builuing of ho.mes. In support of our 
belief that a great deal of building and construction will be started in 
the near future, I may mention that we have a report that about 100 
American architects have been engaged by the soviet for service in 
Russia, and that a considerable number of engineers have also left for 
that country on similar work. · 

With specific reference to the exportation of Russian lumber to the 
United States, there are several important facts that should be kept in 
mind: 

First of all, the Russian lumber received so far bas been ver·y well 
manufactured. . The quality of the lumber itself is excellent. There is 
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no better lumber in Europe than Russian pine and spruce. So far, we 
have only received very small quantities of Russian lumber, hardly 
exceeding one-tenth of 1 pe.r cent of our total lumber production in this 
country. It has surprised us that this lumber has brought such rela
tively high prices in this country. In fact, quality for quality, I believe 
that more money has been paid for Russian lumber than for correspond
ing species from eastern Canada. I do not believe that this Russian 
lumber comes into direct competition with the majority of American woods. 

We are importing large quantities of spruce from Canada, and from 
our point of view we do not see that it makes much difference which 
country this spruce comes from so long as it is imported. I am frank 
to say that the Russian lumber is superior, both in quality and manu
facture, to much of the Canadian spruce imported so far. 

The American market presents considerable difficulty to the soviet, 
because our standard sizes are entirely different from those prevailing 
in the markets to which the Russians have catered heretofore. If the 
RusSians are to expand their business in America, it will mean that 
their milis must cut to our requirements, and since we only take certain 
sizes and certain grades, the Russians will be up against it in disposing 
of the lumber which the American market can not take and which is 
unavoidably produced. I am referring particularly to odd widths and 
odd lengths, and in addition the short lengths less than 8 feet, which 
in the American market can only be disposed of with difficulty. These 
are question.s which have batlled the Russians for several years, and the 
problem bas not yet been solved. 

In this connection it may also be interesting to note that we are 
indirectly shipping millions of feet of our own lumber to Russia in the 
form of packing boxes and wooden parts of machinery, automobiles, 
and other commodities in which wood is used. As a matter of com
parison, I may state that we have recently estimated that between 
one billion and one billion and a half feet of American lumber is used 
in the manufacture of packing boxes and crates used fot: the shipment 
of American commodities destined for foreign markets. 

To sum it up, the lack of authentic information in regard to Russian 
conditions, and the frequent changes in the political situation in Russia, 
have led to considerable guesswork on the part ·or the American public. 
Naturally, exaggerated ideas have been advanced in regard to the so
called Russian menace relating to the exportation of Russian lumber 
to this country. We must not forget that most of the Russian ports 
are closed during several months of the year, that the transportation 
of logs from the forests to the mills is largely done on the rivers, and 
that nature places certain difficulties in the way of unlimited expansion 
of the lumber industry, which only an excessive expenditure of money 
would overcome. It hardly seems likely that the soviet would, at least 
at the present time, consider such steps, and for this reason we are 
not greatly exercised about the possibilities of Russia flooding this 
market with lumber, for a considerable time to come, at least. 

It is granted, however, that the soviet has evidently deprived their 
own citizens of much-needed lumber supplies in order to export as large 
quantities as possible, thereby raising the necessary ID()ney for the 
purchase of supplies from abroad. 

Very truly yours, 
AxEL H. OxHOLM, Director. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. SUMMERS]. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, 
you have been shown many lumber and shingle charts this 
afternoon by opponents of a tariff of these articles, but this one 
now before you is the only official chart that has been brought 
to you. If you observed closely, all of the others were labeled 
with the name of the private company that prepared the charts. 
They were not official charts, and in any of them do . not agree 
with official figures. 

The chart now before you is based on a tariff investigation; 
· but notwithstanding that investigation as to the cost of shingle 
production in Canada it does not agree with the reports of the· 
Canadian Government. These charts and figures are mislead
ing. Bear this in mind, there is a difference in the kind of 
shingles. If you manufacture in Canada a large quantity of 
24-incb shingles and 18-inch shingles, and in the United States 
a larger quantity of 16-incb shingles, then, of course, the cost of 
producing shingles in America is less than the cost of the 24-inch 
shingles in Canada. The same thing applies in regard to the 
material cost. But here is something that you can not get by, 
and that is that the lumber industry in Canada in the last few 
years has increased 160 per cent, and the shingle industry in 
Canada bas increased 400 per cent, while the lumber industry 
in the United States and the shingle industry in the United 
States during the same period have gone down, down, down 
until to-day in the far West one-half to three-fourths of the 
lumber mills and the shingle mills are idle. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I have not the time. .About 

400,000 lumber workmen throughout the United States are idle 
to-day. This is a strange doctrine that has Qeen brought before 

you by my friend from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER], a free-trade doc
trine, a doctrine in favor of Canada as against America. What 
are you going to do about it? On that basis you can rule out 
every item that you are protecting-everything from Florida, 
everything from the South, everything from New England, every
thing from the West. I have a farming district, and so far as I 
know there is not a shingle produced in my district, but we 
recognize the distress of the shingle and lumber industries and 
the workmen, and we favor reasonable and proper protection. 

W .AGE SCALE LOWER IN CAN .ADA 

A survey of wages being pa._id in Canada which was obtained 
during the months of Septem6er and October, 1929, and is sub
stantiated by affidavits as to the dates the v.arious plants wel'e 
visited, shows that, on identical occupations covering practically 
all of the ordinary skilled and unskilled work in and around" 
both camps and mills, the concerns in Oregon and Washington 
were paying on an average of $1.20 per day more for white help 
in the logging camps and an avel'age of $1.14 per day more for 
white labor in the sawmills than was paid in Canadian mills. 

ORIENTALS EMPLOYED 

In 18 mills visited in British Columbia in September and 
October of this year, out of a total of 2,946 employees, 1,956 were 
orientals. All throughout the industry in British Columbia 
orientals are being worked on skilled apd semiskilled jobs at 
wages greatly below those being paid white men for simUa.r 
work either in the United States or Canada, and the advantage in 
production costs thus gained is even greater than the comparison 
in the wage scale for the various occupations by white men 
indicate. 

To the employees of the American mills and camps this means 
a practical evasion of our oriental exclusion act, as it permits 
the product of oriental labor to come into the United States and 
take work away from American citizens, while the fact that we 
have an oriental exclusion act is sufficient evidence that it is 
impossible for American citizens to live up to American stand
ards and compete with oriental labor. No opponent of a lum
ber and shingle tariff can justify these conditions. 

RUSSIAN LUMBER 

The Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, United 
States Department of __ Commerce, gives much interesting in
formation on Russian lumber. 

In the fiscal year 1927-28 lumber exports from the Soviet 
Union were 55 per cent of the value of similar exports in 
1913. In 1928-29 the value of lumber exports increased 54 per 
cent over the preceding year, amounting to 82 per cent of the 
value of lumber exports in 1913. 

In 1928-29 lumber advanced to first place among all Russian 
exports, which for several past years was held by petroleum. 
The share of lumber in the total value of soviet exports is now 
higher than before the war. Exports of Russian lumber to 
the United States, while as yet comparatively small, increased 
from 12,000 metric tons in 1927-28 to 33,000 tons in 1928-29, 
an. increase of nearly 300 per cent. , 

The Soviet Union forest lands, as all land, are the property 
of the state, and exploitation of forests constitutes o;ne of the 
state industries which is operated in accordance with an annual 
plan prepared by the govermnent. The plan is said. to have 
been executed to the extent of 98.7 per cent during the year 
1928-29. The 5-year plan contemplates a continuous increase 
of from 40 to 50 per cent each year. 

New sawmills are to be built and the 3-shift day and uninterrupted 
work week introduced. 

A further quotation from the report : 
It is felt that the desire to force timber exports and to make them 

the foundation of the country's foreign trade in place of g.rain, is tbe 
main motive behind the whole new timber-production program. 

The Moscow Soviet ·Trade of November 20, 1929, reads as 
follows on this subject: 

That market (the United States), with its enormous annual capacity 
of 15,000,000 standards, should become in the course of the next few 
years one of the large consumers of our timber. This should be made 
the most urgent task of our export trade for the expansion of which 
new markets must be conquered. 

We are further advised that-
the efforts of the authorities to recruit peasants for logging work in 
the forests, judging by the Moscow press, is meeting with strong reluc
tance to accept such employment in view of the low wages, the inade
quate food supply, and shortage of housing accommodations pre
vailing in tbose parts. In fact, the situation has become so serious 
that last .July it was made a subject of a special hearing in the centrn.l 
committee of the Communist Party. • • • The resolution dated 
J uly 26, 1929, adopted ·by the central committee on that occasion de-
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manded that the opposition of the peasants be broken down at any cost 
and that, with that end in view, the labor recruiting work should be 
"turned into a political campaign " (Moscow investla of the central 
committee of the Communist Party, No. 22, August 10, 1929). The 
latter means that henceforth the refusal of the peasants to do logging 
work on the terms offered by the authorities is to be regarded as a 
political offense and subject to punishment. 

The report to the National Lumber Manufacturers' Associa
tion fUI·ther states: 

Purely from the point of view of natural resources Russia ap
pears to have almost unlimited possibilities for the expans ion of its 
timber exports. Possessing forests many times larger than those of 
any other country in Europe, it exports at present merely an insignifi
cant part of its annual yield of lumber, as may be seen from the soviet 
statistics given below. 

Three things are evident from advices from the Department 
of Commerce : 

First. That the soviet intends to make lumber its chief article 
of export. 

Second. That its "most urgent task" is the expansion of the 
export trade to the United States. 

Third. That it has unlimited timber resources for carrying 
out this purpose. 

Shall we open wide our gates for Russian lumber, produced 
from confiscated forests and by forced labor paid 50 cents a 
day and clothed and fed in Soviet" Russia, or shall we protect 
our markets for American lumber and restore to employment 
400,000 free American working men, who in turn, will spend 
their money and house, clothe, and feed their families in 
America? 

Shall we use Canadian products manufactured by 45 per cent 
oriental labor, fed and clothed by a foreign country, or shall 
we use American products manufactured in American mills by 
American workmen fed and clothed from our own farms and 
factories? 

Your votes for or against a lumber and shingle tariff this 
day will answer these questions. 

1\lr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield six minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. MILLER]. 

The SPEAKER- The gentleman from Washington is recog
nized for six minutes. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, I am asking my -colleagues to stand by the recommenda-• 
tion of the chairman of the committee and sustain the 15 per 
cent ad valorem duty on wooden shingles. The Ways and 
Means Committee which prepared this bill after long and 
extenQed hearings and going into every element of production 
cost and ascertaining the condition of the industry placed this 
item on the protected list. The Senate struck it out but, para
doxical as it may be, left every other form or character of roofing 
on the protected list. If this is not a discrimination against 
the American wooden-shingle industry then the word has lost 
its meaning. It can be nothing else, it can be intended as noth
ing else, it is nothing else. It seems to me a living contradiction 
to place this original American form of roofing-and by the way, 
the best form of roofing ever made--on the free list, leave it 
arid the industry to die through foreign competition and then 
put every form of substitute on the protected list. It is just 
about as sensible as putting a duty on a beer keg and admitting 
the bunghole free. If you want to protect the beer keg place 
a duty on the bunghole. Let us place a duty on this Canadian 
bunghole shingle importation. 

Nobody in America i£ opposed to a tariff on shingles except 
the Canadian manufacturer and those who think they can get 
a roof a little cheaper. Personally I care nothing about the 
Canadian manufacturer of shingles nor his welfare, except I 
do not want him to have the benefit of the American market 
to the exclusion of the American producer simply because he 
can make a bingle cheaper than we can. These Canadian 
makers of shingles at the present time are principally Ameri
can who, having made their fortunes out of American timber
lands, out of American lumber, out of American shingles, have 
gone into Canada, invested their millions, and now come back 
to our country and fight our tariff policies, under which they 
became rich. This is about the raggedest form of Americanism 
that one can imagine. It is the same old story of the foreign 
manufacturer and the local importer against the American pro
ducer and in addition the element of self-expatriated industry 
for the sake of the almighty American dollar. 

Now, let me say a few words to the man who thinks he will 
get a roof a little cheaper if shingles are on the free list. This 
i an old argument and one that can be made against everything 
produced in America. The argument of the free trader. Amer
ica is not a free-trade country, it never has been and I hope 
never will be. The principle of free trade is now abandoned by 

every political · party in the country ; nevertheless, we see cer
tain Republicans and certain Democrats in this body advocat
ing free trade in shingles-cedar shingles--but these same gentle
men seem to be content to have every other kind of roofing on 
the protected list. 

I repeat that free trade in any article never built up or sus
tained any American industry to which it applied. Its appli
cation is to kill American production and put American bands 
out of work. Protection is the American national policy. It 
employs American capital and places and keeps every pair of 
American hands at work; that is progress and applied common 
sense. 

I am a protectionist in the full sense of the word. I believe 
in protecting everything made or produced in America, every 
American workman, from foreign competition to the extent 
that our industries be healthy and our workmen employed at 
high wages. Of course, a Chinese, a Japanese, or a Hindu can, 
so far as workers go, make a shingle in Canada for less than 
an American can make the same shingle on the American side. 
Forty-five per cent of the men engaged in making shingles in 
Canada are these foreigners who are not employed in America. 
It is American labor that is employed in American mills. 

I am the kind of a protectionist that believes in the funda
mental philosophy. 

Let me say to you gentlemen from the Middle West, you gen
tlemen from Iowa, Wisconsin, Minnesota, the Dakotas, Nebraska, 
Kansas, and Oklahoma, to you who are opposing the shingle tariff, 
you want a protective tariff on everything you produce. You want 
it; you deserve it ; and I want to help you get it. I want to 
see you have a necessary tariff on your wheat, your corn, your 
rye, oats, and barley, your cattle and your hogs. I want to see 
you have the necessa-ry tariff to protect your dairy and your 
poultry interests and everything else you produce and sell. 
My constituency is a consuming people. My people do not pro
duce a thing you produce and sell. We buy and consume. 

Nevertheless, I am standing for and voting for the protection 
of your production for I believe in the principle. If I did not 
believe in the universal doctrine--in its nation-wide scope--to 
protect everything produced in every part of the Republic that 
needs protection, I would be against your lines of production. , 
You produce the things we eat and use. Perhaps if we took the 
tariff off wheat, flour, corn, oats, beef, pork, poultry, eggs, butter, 
cheese, cream, and milk, it would reduce the cost of living tG 
my folks. Suppose I should apply the same argument against 
you and your productions that you apply toward my folks and 
their lumber and shingles? What would you think of me as a 
protectionist? Put the shoe on your foot and what would you ' 
think and say? I am willing, indeed anxious, to help you and 
your people. All I ask is for you to help me and my people in 
return. Ninety per cent of the exchange is to your benefit. If 
you are protectionists and broad enough to look at it from the 
other fellow's viewpoint with the same sort of eyes as you look 
at yourselves, you will do it. You help my shingle and wood 
manufacturers and I will be more than pleased to help your 
farmers. We use your beef and pork, your butter and cheese, 
now you m~e some of our lumber and some of our shingles, and 
we will have something in common. Let us not be selfish, let us 
look at the other fellow the same as we look at ourselves. We 
are the same kind of people as you and we are deserving of the 
same kind of treatment. We deserve and have the right to ex
pect the same application of the national policy of production. 

To you of New Englund, who long have had the benefits of 
protection-for a hundred years-in your great factories on 
everything you make and sell, your workmen, and we have voted 
for it, now it is your turn to help us in the far Northwest. Give 
us the same kind of support we give you. Protection to fabrics, 
both wool and 'Cotton-to everything you make--has made and 
now keeps your country prosperous. Free trade in shingles has 
brought us to bankruptcy and ruin, and our men out of work. 
We ask for the same kind of help you have been receiving for a 
century. 

To you of the South, you deserve protection on your tobacco, 
your rice, your sugar, and the things you produce, and I want 
to and will help you, all I ask in return is to help us so we can 
live. 

To the sugar interests everywhere--north, south, and west-1 
want to say right here I am with you .at $2.20, and I would still 
stay with the industry if it should be $2.40. We want the indus
try prosperous. We want America to be self-sustaining, or as 
near that as possible in this great household necessity, though 
it costs our people more. How would you sugar people feel on a 
free-trade basis as our shingle industry is now? We of the far 
West are standing shoulder to shoulder with you in every part 
of the country on this national policy of protection, now you 
stand \.ith us on our few things--as vital to us as yours are to 
you. 
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Protection is a principle that should f!pply to the productions 

of every locality of the country without reference to geographic 
boun<laries. You need it and ought to have it, and we need it 
and ought to have it. It is just a~ necessary to the shingle 
industry as it is to all others in which there is killing foreign 
competition. 

Cedar logs and cedar lumber go hand in hand with cedar 
shingles. They are inseparable. A cedar log may be clear on 
one side and have knots on the other. Our mills saw the clear 
side into clear cedar lumber, cut out the knots on the other, 
cut it into proper lengths and send it to the shingle mill. Hun
dreds of mills, however, take the clear cedar log especially in 
shingles of the high-grade vertically sa wed. In the State which 
I in part represent $100,000,000 capital and 100,000 men are 
waiting for the · decision of the Congress. To us it means we 
will be saved, our capital safe, and our men employed, or, on 
the other hand, we face the assignee or the receiver and our men 
on the streets looking in vain for work. 

It makes one often feel embittered to see 50 or more shingle 
niins in his own home city closed down because we can not 
keep going in the face of Canadian competition when every day 
over the railway tracks running past these idle mills we see 
6 and 10 trainloads of British Columbia shingles roaring past 
to the American markets in the Middle West. · We feel the same 
as you would feel if your industries in New England were 
closed down, idle or bankrupt, and your farms in Iowa or 
Nebraska or Kansas or Dakota were abandoned because the 
people could buy of the foreigner for a less price the identical 
things you produce. The American shingle industry can · not 
meet the Canadian competition, with cheaper raw material and 
cheaper labor, unless we have the same degree of protection 
all other American productiQn. is now receiving. · 

Prior to the Underwood Tariff Act in 1913 there was a 
specific duty of 50 cents per thousand. . The industry was 
healthy and the men well paid. Canadian mills were not com
peting-there was protection in this American industry. In 
1913 there were only 643,000,000 shingles coming into the United 
States. In 1925 Canadian shingles came into the United States 
to the extent of 2,685,000,000, an inf!'ease of 317 per cent. In 
1926 the importation ran up to 3,200,000,000, and in 1929 over . 
4,000,000,000, and our p_roduction dropped off 46. per cent, not
withstanding a general increase of the use of shtngles through
out the country of 25 per cent. 

At the present time 33 per cent of the American market is 
sup_plied by Canadian shingles. Not another American industry · 
records such a tragedy. · 

I am aware of the fact that many use shingles and that com
paratively few are engaged in the industry, but that is no argu
ment against the application of the principle of protection. 
Thousands of articles are made by the few but used by the 
many. watches are made in not to exceed a dozen places in 
the United States, yet a watch is in use by 98 per cent of our 
people, including men, women, and children,.and under either the 
Senate amendment or the House amendment adopted yesterday 
the duty is $10.75 on a high-grade watch movement alone. I 
only cite this to illustrate the plinciple involved. 

I hold in my hand an advertisement sent broadcast through
out Iowa and Missouri River points. It is dated Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa March 16, 1930, showing a cut of $1 per 1,000 on British 
Colu~bia shin(Tles below. the normal commercial rate, dropping 
the price on 5-2-16 XXXXX air-dried British Columbia shingl~s 
to $4.19 per 1,000 in Missouri River territory, $4.29 in central and 
eastern Iowa, and $4.36 at most Illinois and Wisconsin points. 
This is what is killing us-this murderous Canadian competi
tion. No American producer can live in the face of lower raw 
material and lower labor cost. It is the old, old story of an 
American industry going down before foreign competition. - -

All we ask, gentlemen, is a reasonable protection, one that 
will let us live, a protection that will keep us alive, and if you 
will do that we will be everlastingly grateful to the American 
Congress. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 369. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that 
the House further insist on its disagreement to Senate amend
ment 369. "· 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. · Mr. Speaker, I have a preferen-
tial motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the paragraph. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 369, page 122, after line 10, strike O!lt the 

paragmph, as follows : • 
"PAR. 401. (a) Logs of fir, spruce, cedar, or western hemlock, $1 per 

thousand feet board measure, except that such logs imported to be used 
in the manufacture of wood pulp shall be exempt from duty under regu
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury." 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I move that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the Senate amendment 
No. 369 and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves that 
the House recede from its disagreement and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

1\Ir. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I mo~·e the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen

tleman from Illinois to recede and concur in the Senate amend
ment. Those in favor of the motion will answer "aye"; those 
opposed will answer " no." 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER. In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 
The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes 290, noes 105. 
So the motion to recede and concur was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Senate amendment No. 370: Page 122, line 16, strike out the para

graph, as follows : 
" (b) Cedar, except Spanish cedar : Boards, planks, deals, laths, 

siding, clapboards, ceiling, flooring, ship timber, and other lumber and 
timber, 25 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur with an amendment which I send to the Clerk's desk~ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAWLEY: In lieu of the matter proposed 

·to be stricken out by the _ Senate amendment insert the following: 
"(b) Cedar, except Spanish cedar : Boards, planks, deals, la tbs, sid

ing, clapboards, ceiling, flooring, ship timber, and other lumber and 
timber, 15 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY and Mr. RAMSEYER rose. 
Mr·. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a preferential 

motion. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HENRY T. 

RAINEY] offers a preferential , motion. · 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 

House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate, amendment No. 370, and concur in the same. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HENR.Y T. 
RAINEY] moves that the House recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment. • 

Mr." HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle

man from Illinois to recede and concur in the Senate amendment. 
The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. HAWLEY) there were 289 ayes and 108 noes. 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 371 : Page 122, after line 18, insert a new paragraph, 

as follows : · 
"PAR. 401. Timber hewn, sided, or squared, otherwise than by saw· 

ing, and round timber used for spars or in building wharves ; sawed 
lumber and timber not specially provided for; all the foregoing, if of fir, 
spruce, pine, hemlock, or larch ; railroad ties, and telephone, telegraph, 
trolley, and electric-light poles of any wood; all the foregoing, $1.50 
per thousand feet, board measure, and in estimating board measure for 
the purposes of this paragraph no deduction shall be made on account 
of planing, tonguing, and grooving : Provided, That there shall be 
exempted from such duty boards, planks, and deals of fir, spruce, pine, 
hemlock, or larch, in the rough or not further manufuactm·ed than 
planed or dres ed on one side, wben imported from a country contiguous 
to the continental United States, which country admits free of duty 
similar lumber uiiported from the United States." 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cru:sF] 

will state the parliamentary inquiry. 
1\Ir. CRISP. 1\fr. Speaker, I understand the gentleman from 

Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY], the chairman of the committee, is going 
to move to concur in this amendment with an amendment. We 
of the minority desire to enter a motion that the House further 
insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment. Of course, 
the motion of tba gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] will be 
preferential. After the gentleman makes that motion, would 
the Chair then entertain a motion fTom us to further insist, the 
reason being that if our motion did not get in and tbe previous 
question should b~ ordered, it might cut out a request to have 
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that motion pending. I understand if this motion is pending, 
and the motion of the gentleman from Oregon [1\fr. HAWLEY] 
prevails, that would dispose of the matter. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. CRISP] is correct. It must be disposed of. There
fore, it would be in order in case the motion of the gentleman 
from Oregon fails, to make a motion to concur. 

Mr. HA WLEJY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur in Senate amendment 371, witb an amendment--

Mr. ItAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. If 
the previous question is ordered on the motion just presented, 
and the motion which the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRisP] 
suggests is not filed, will it be in order, after the previous ques
tion has been ordered and the vote on this motion has been 
taken, assuming it is voted down, to then make a motion? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the previous ·question 
would only operate on the original motion. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, would it be in 
order to ask the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
a question at this time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not. 
The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] offers a motion, · 

which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Motion by Mr. HAWLEY : I move that the House recede and concur in 

Senate amendment No. 371 with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 

"PAR. 401. Timber hewn, sided, or squared, otherwise than by sawing, 
and round timber used for spars or in building wharves ; sawed lumber 
and timber not specially provided for; all the foregoing, if of fir, 
spruce, pine, hemlock, or larch, 75 cents per 1,000 feet, board measure, 
and in estimating board measure for the purposes of this paragraph no 
deduction shall be made on account of planing, tonguing, and grooving : 
Provided, That there shall be exempted from such duty boards, planks, 
and deals of fir, spruce, pine, hemlock, or larch, in the rough or not 
further manufactured than planed or dressed on one side, when im
ported from a country contiguous to the continental United States, 
which country admits free of duty similar lumber imported from the 
United States." 

Mr. HAWLEY. .Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
1\fr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr, Speaker, I offer the following 

motion, which I ask to have pending. 
The SPEAKER. The g_entleman from Illinois [l\Ir. RAINEY] 

asks unanimous con ent that he may offer a motion, which shall 
be read and considered as pending. Without objection the 
Clerk will read the motion. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Motion by Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY : Amendment 371 : That the House 

insist on its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 371. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin will state 
the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I wish, first, to direct the atten
tion of the Chair to the dual character of t:qe motion made by 
the gentleman from Oregon ~!r. HAWLEY]. It contains two 
entirely separate and distinct propositions, one to put a tariff 
on hewn, sided, squared, and so forth, lumber, and the other to 
put railroad ties, telephone and telegraph, trolley, and electric 
light poles, all of wood, on the free list. Now some Members of 
the House, including myself, are in favor of one of these propo
sitions and against the other. And yet, as they are both in one 
motion, on which we can vote only once and only _" aye" or 
" no/' we wiU be compelled, if we vote at all, to vote either for 
something to which we are opposed, or against something that 
'We favor. 

As I have said, these are separate and distinct propositions, 
one putting a tariff on certain specified articles and the other 
placing certain other articles on the free list, and they should 
not be combined in one motion. 

The SPEAKER. But they are combined in one motion. 
The question is on agreeing to the motion of the gentleman 

from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 

HAWLEY) there were-ayes 178, noes 230. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken an·d there were-yeas 144, nays 250, 

ans~ered " present " 1, not voting 33._ as follows: 

Abernethy 
Ackerman 
Adkins 
Arentz 
A swell 
Bacharach 
Barbour 
Beers 
Bell 
Bohn 
Bowman 
Box 
Briggs 
Brigham 
Brumm 
Butler 
Cable 
Campbell, Pa. 
Carter, Calif. 
Carter, Wyo. 
Clarke, N.Y. 
Collins 
Colton 
Connoqy 
Cooke 
Cooper, Ohio 
Coyle 
Crail 
Cramton 
Crowther 
Culkin 
Darrow 
Dempsey 
DeRouen 
Doutrich 
Drane 

Aldrich 
Allen 
Allgood 
Almon 
Andresen 
Andrew · 
Arnold 
Auf-der Heide 
Ayres 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Baird 
Bankhead 
Beedy 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bland 
Bolton 
Boylan 
Brand, Ga. 
Brand, Ohio 
Bl"owne 
Browning 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Buckbee 
Burdick 
Burtness 
Busby 
Byrns 
Campbell, Iowa 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carley 
Cartwright 
Celler 
Chalmers 
Christgau 
Christopherson 
Clague 
Clancy 
Clark, N.C. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Cole 
Collier 
Connery 
Coopl'r, Tenn. ·
Cooper, Wis. 
Corning 
Cox 
Craddock 
Crisp 
Cross 
Crosser 
Cullen 
Dallinger 
Davenport 
Davis 
Denison 
De Priest 
Dickstein 
Dominick 

Beck 
Bloom 
Britten 
Chase 
Clark, Md. 

[Roll No. 31] 
YEAS-144 

Drewry 
Driver 
Eaton, Colo. 
Eaton, N . .J. 
Edwards 
Elliott 
Ellis 
Englebright 
Estep 
Evans, Calif. 
Evans, Mont. 
Finley 
Fis!:l 
Fort 
l<'ree 
French 
Garber, Va. 
Garrett 
Gibson 
Golder 
Green 
Hadley 
Hall, Ind. 
Hall, Miss. 
Hancock 
Hardy 
Hawley 
Hickey 
HiU .. Wash. 
Hoffman 
Hooper 
Hudson 
Hull, William E. 
Johnson, Wash. 
Jonas, N.C. 
Kahn 

Kemp Sandlin 
Kerr Schafer, Wis. 
Kiess - Seger 
Kinzer Shaffer, Va. 
Korell Smith, Ida ho 
Langley Smith, W.Va. 
Lankford, Ga. Spearing 
Lankford, Va. Steagall 
Larsen Strong, Pa. 
Lea Summers, Wash. 
Lehlbach Swick 
Letts Swing 
McLaughlin Taber 
Magmdy T aylor, Tenn. 
Mapes Thatcher 
Mead Thompson 
Merritt Tilson 
Michener Timberlake 
Miller Turpin 
Murphy Vestal 
Montet Vincent, Mich. 
Nelson, Me. Watres 
O'Connor, La. Watson 
Owen Welsh, Pa. 
Parker Whitley 
Parks Whittington 
Perkins Wilson 
Pittinger Wingo 
Pou Wolfenden 
Pratt, Harcourt .J. Wolverton, N.J. 
Purn-ell Wolverton, W. Va. 
Ransley Wood 
Reece Woodruff 
Reed, N.Y. Wurzbach 
Reid. Ill. Yon 
Sanders, N. Y. Zihlman 

NAYS-250 
Doughton - Kading _ Pratt, Ruth 
Douglas, Ariz. Kearns Pritchard 
Douglass, Mass. Kelly Quayle 
Dowell Kendall, Ky. Quin 
Doxey Kendall, Pa. Ragon 
Dunbar Kennedy Rainey, Henry T. 
Dyer Ketcham Ramey, Frank M. 
Eslick Kiefner Ramseyer 
Esterly Kincheloe Ramspeck 
Fenn Knutson Rankin 
Fisher Kopp Raybtirn 
Fitzgerald Kvale Robinson 
Fitzpatrick LaGuardia Rogers 
Fos.;; Lambertson Romjue 
Freeman Lampert Rutherford 
Fuller Lanham Sabath 
Fulmer Leavitt Sandl'rs, Tex. 
Gambrill Lindsay Schneider 
Garber, Okla. Linthicum Sears 

- Gasque Lozier_ Seiberling 
Gavagan Luce Selvi5 
Gifford McClintic, Okla. Short, Mo. 
Glover McClintock, Ohio Shott, W.Va . 
Goldsborough McCormack, 1\fass. Simmons 
Goodwin McCormick, Ill. Sinclair 
Granfield McDuffie Sloan 
Greenwood McKeown Snow 
Gregory McLeod Somers, N.Y. 
Griffin McMillan Sparks 
Guyet· McReynolds SpeakH 
Hale McSwain Sproul, Ill. 
Hall, Ill. Maas Sproul, Kans. 
Hall, N.Dak. Manlove Stafford 
Halsey Mansfield Stalker 
Hammer Martin Stevenson 
Hare Menges Stobbs 
Hartley Michaelson Strong, Kans. 
Hastings Milligan Sullivan, N.Y. 
Haugen Montague Sumners, Tex. 
Hess Moore, Ky. Swanson 
Hill. Ala. Moore, Ohio Tarver 
Hoch Moore, Va. Temple 
Hogg Morehead Thurston 
Holaday Morgan Tinkham 
Hope Mouser , 'l' readway 
Hopkins Nelson, Mo. Underhill 
Houston, DeL Nelson. Wis. Underwood-
Howard Newhall Vinson, Ga. 
Huddleston Niedringhaus Wainwright 
Hull, Morton D. Nolan Walker 
Hull, Tenn. Norton Warren 
Hull, Wis. O'Connell, N. Y. Wason 
lgoe O'Connor, Okla. Welch, Calif. 
Irwin O'Connor, N. Y. White 
Jeffers Oldfield Whitehead 
.Jenkins Oliver, Ala. Wigglesworth 
Johnson, Ind. Oliver, N.Y. Williams 
Johnson, Nebr. Palmer Williamson 
Johnson, Okla. Palmisano Woodrum 
.Johnson, S.Dak. Patman Wright 
Johnson, Tex. Patterson Yates 
Johnston, Mo. Peavey 
Jones, Tex. - Prall 

ANSWERED " PRE-SENT "-1 
Chindblom 

NOT VOTING--33 
Curry 
Dickinson 
Doyle 
Frear 
Garner 

Graham 
Hudspeth 
James 
Johnson, Ill. 
Kunz 

Kurtz 
Leech 
Ludlow 
McFadden 
Mooney 
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O'Connell, R. I, Simms Stone Wyant 
Porter Sirovich Sullivan Pa. 
Rowbottom Snell Taylor, Colo. 
Shreve · Stedman Tucker 

So the motion to recede and concur with an amendment was 
rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Beck (for) With Mr. Garner (against). 
Mr. Graham (for) with Mr. Dickinson (against). 
Mr. Simms (for) with Mr. Stedman (against). 
Mr. Shreve (for) with Mr. Ludlow (against). 
Mr. Hudspeth (fo1·) with Mr. McFadden (against).. 
Mr. Britten (for) with Mr. Tucker (against). 
Mr. Chindblom (for) with Mr. Bloom (against). 
Mr. Leech (for) with Mr. Doyle (against). 
Mr. Wyant (for) with Mr. Mooney (against). 
Mr. Kurtz (for) with Mr. Kunz (against). 
Mr. Clark of Maryland (for) with Mr. Sirovich (against). 
Until further notice: 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Tayler of Colorado. 
Mr. Snell with Mr. O'Connell of Rhode Island. 
Mr. Johnson of Illinois With Mr. Stone. 
Mr. Curry with Mr. Rowbottom. 
Mr. Chase with Mr. James. 
Mr. Frear With Mr. Sullivan of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CHINDBLO:.M. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New 

York [Mr. BLOOM] wanted a pair on this vote. I have a pair 
with the gentleman, and I ask, tlierefore, to withdraw my vote 
and answer "present." 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion of the 

gentleman from illinois. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Motion by Mr. HENRY T . RAINEY: That the House insist on its dis

agreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 371. 

The SPEAKER. The que3tion is on the motion of the gentle-
man from illinois. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 372 : On page 123, after line 8, strike out paragraph 

402, which reads as follows : 
"Maple (except Japanese maple) and birch: Boards, planks, deals, 

laths, {.'eiling, flooring, and other lumber and timber (except logs), 15 
per cent ad valorem." 

And insert: 
"PAR. 402. Maple (except Japanese maple), birch, and beech: Flooring, 

8 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a preferential 
motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois offers a motion, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Motion by Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY: That th~ House recede from its 

disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 372 and concur in 
the same. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-

man from Illinois. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Amendment No. 373, page 123, strike out: 
"PAR. 403. Shingles of wood, 25 per cent ad valorem." 

~fr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon offers a motion, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Motion by Mr. HAWLEY: I move that the House recede and concur in 

Senate amendment No. 313, with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment 
insert the following : 

•• PAR. 403. Shingles of wood, 15 per cent ad valorem." 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. :Mr. Speaker, I offer a preferential 
motion. 

The SPFJAKER. The gentleman from Illinois offers a mo
tion, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Motion by Mr. RAINEY: That the House recede from its disagreement 

to the amendment of the Senate No. 373 and concur in the same. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle

man from Illinois to recede and concur in the Senate amend
ment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
H.A WLEY) there were:...-ayes 280, noes 102. 

Mr. HENRY T; RAINEY . . Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. · 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken ; and there were-yeas 279, nays llOr 

answered "present " 1, not voting 38, as follows: 

Abernethy 
Allen 
Allgood 
Almon 
Andresen 
Andrew 
Arnold 
Auf der Heide 
Ayres 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Baird 
Bankhead 
Beedy 
Bell 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bland 
Bolton 
Box 
Boylan 
Brand, Ga. 
Brand, Ohio 
Briggs 
Brigham 
Browne 
Browning 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Buckbee 
Burdick 
Burtness 
Busby 
Byrns 
Campbell, Iowa 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carley 
Cartwright 
Celler 
Chalmers 
Christgau 
Christopherson 
Clague 
Clancy 
Clark, N.C. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Cole 
Collier 
Collins 
Connery 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Cooper, Wis. 
Corning 
Cox 
Craddock 
Crisp 
Cross 
Crosser 
Cull~n 
Dallinger 
Davenport 
Da vis 
Denison 
De Priest 
Dickstein 
Dominick 
Dough ton 

Ackerman 
Adkins 
Aldrich 
Arentz 
A swell 
Bacharach 
Barbour 
Beers 
Bohn 
Bowman 
Brumm 
Butler 
Cable 
Campbell, Pa. 
Carter, Calif. 
Carter, Wyo. 
Clarke, N.Y. 
Colton 
Connolly 
Cooke 
Coyle 
Crail 

[Roll No. 32] 

YEA8-279 
Douglass, Mass. Jones, Tex. Pritchard 
Dowell Kading Quayle 
Doxey Kelly Quin 
Drewry Kendall, Ky. Ragon 
Driver Kendall, Pa. Rainey, Henry T. 
Dunbar Kennedy Ramseyet· 
Dyer Kerr Ramspeck 
Eaton, N. J . Ketcham Rankin 
Edwards Kiefner Rayburn 
Elliott Kincheloe Robinson 
Eslick Knutson Rogers 
Esterly Kopp Romjue 
Evans, Mont. Kvale Rutherford 
Fenn LaGuardia Sabath 
Fish Lambertson Sanders, N.Y. 
Fisher Lampert Sanders, Tex. 
Fitzgerald Lanham Sandlin 
Fitzpatrick Lankford, Ga. Schafer, Wis. 
Foss Larsen Schneider 
Freeman Leavitt Sears 
Fulmer Lindsay Seiberling 
Gambrill Linthicum Selvig 
Garber, Okla. Lozier Short, Mo. 
Garrett Luce Shott, W.Va. 
Gasque McClintic, Okla. Simmons 
Gavagan McClintock, Ohio Sinclair 
Gibson McCormack, Mass. Sloan 
Gifford McCormick, Ill. Smith, W.Va. 
Glover McDuffie Snow 
Goldsborough McKeown Somers, N. Y. 
Goodwin McLeod Sparks 
Granfield McMillan Speaks 
Greenwood McReynolds~ Sproul, Til. 
Gregory Maas Sproul, Kans. 
Griffin Manlove Stafford 
Guyer Mansfield Stalker 
Hale Martin Steagall 
Hall, Ill. Mead Stevenson 
Hall, Ind. • Menges Stoblis 
Hall, Miss. Merritt Strong, Kans. 
Hall, N . Dak. Michaelson Sullivan, N. Y. 
Halsey Milligan Sumners, Tex. 
Hammer Montague Swanson 
Hare Moore, Ky. Taber 
Hartley Moore, Ohio Tarver 
Hastings Moore, Va. T emple 
Haugen Morehead Thatchcer 
Hess - Morgan Thompson 
Hill. Ala. Mouser Thurston 
Hoch Nelson, Mo. Tinkham 
Hogg NelsoniWis. Treadway 
Holaday Newha 1 Underhill 
Hope Niedringhaus Underwood----
Hopkins Nolan Vinson, Ga. 
Houston, Del. Norton Wainwright 
Howard O'Connell, N. Y. Walker 
Huddleston O'Connor, N.Y. Warren 
Hull, Morton D. O'Connor, Okla. Wason 
Hull, Tenn. Oldfield Welch, Calif. 
Hull, Wis. Oliver, Ala. White 
Igoe Oliver, N.Y. Whitley 
Irwin Palmer Whittington 
Jeffers Palmisano Wi~glesworth 
Jenkins Parks Williams 
Johnson, Ind. Patman Williamson 
Johnson, Nebr. Patterson Wingo 
Johnson, Okla. Peavey Woodrum 
Johnson, S.Dak. Pou Wright 
Johnson, Tex. Prall Yates 
Johnston, Mo. Pratt, Ruth 

Cramton 
Crowther 
Culkin 
Darrow 
Demp ey 
DeRouen 
Doutrich 
Drane 
Eaton, Colo. 
Ellis 
Engle bright 
Estep 
Evans, Calif. 
Finley 
Fort 
Free 
French 
Garber, Va. 
Golder 
Green 
Hadley 
Hancock 

NAYS-110 
Hardy 
Hawley 
Hickey 
Hill. Wash. 
Hoffman 
Hooper 
Hudson 
Hull, William E. 
Johnson, Wash. 
Jonas, N.C. 
Kahn 
Kearns 
Kemp 
Kiess 
Kinzer 
Korell 
Langley 1 

Lankford, Va. 
Lea 
Lehlbach 
Letts 
McLaughlin 

Magrady 
Mapes 
Michener 
Miller 
Montet 
Murphy 
Nelson, Me. 
O'Connor, La. 
Owen 
Parker 
Perkins 

~~~tti,1i~court J . . 
,Purnell \ 
Ransley 
Reece 
Reed, N.Y. 
Reid, m. 
Seger 
Shaffer, Va. 
Smith, Idaho 
Spearing 
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Strong, Pa. 
Summers, Wash. 
Swick 

Timberlake Welsh, Pa. Woodruff 
Turpin Wilson Wurzbach 
Vestal Wolfenden Yon 

Swing Vincent, Mich Wolverton, N.J. Zihlman 
Taylor, Tenn. 
Tilson 

Watr·es Wolverton, W. Va. 
Watson Wood 

ANSWERED · " PRESENT "-1 
Chindblom 

NOT VOTING-38 
Beck Fuller McFadden 
Bloom Garner McSwain 
Britten Graham Mooney 
Chase Bud peth O'Connell, R. I. 
Clark, Md. James Porter 
Curry Johnson, Ill. Ra mey, Frank M. 
Dickinson Kunz Rowbottom 
Douglas, Ariz. Kurtz Shreve 
Doyle Leech Simms 
Frear Ludlow Sirovich 

Snell 
Stedman 
Stone 
Sullivan Pa. 
Taylor, Colo. 
Tucker 
Whitehead 
Wyant 

So the motion to recede and concur in the Senate amendment 
was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs : 
On this vote : 
Mr. Bloom (for) with Mr. Chindblom (against). 
Mr. Stedman (for) with Mr. Simms (against). 
Mr. Ludlow (for) with Mr. Shreve (against). 
Mr. McFadden (for ) with l\Ir. Hudspeth (against). 
l\Ir. Tucker (for) with Mr. Britten (against). 
Mr. Whitehead (for) with Mr. Leech (against). 
Mr. Dickinson (for) with Mr. Graham (against). 
Mr. Mooney (for) with Mr. Wyant (against). 
Mr. Kgnz (for) with Mr. Kurtz (against). 
Mr. Garner (for) with Mr. Beck (against). 
Mr. Si.rovich (for) with Mr. Clark of Maryland (against). 

Until further notice : 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 
Mr. Snell with Mr. O'Connell of Rhode Island. 
Mr. Johnson of Illinois with Mr. Douglas of Arizona. 
Mr. Curry with Mr. Fuller. 
Mr. Frear with Mr. McSwain. 
Mr. James with Mr. Doyle. 
Mr. Chase with Mr. Rowbottom. 
Mr. Stone with Mr. Sullivan of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I am recorded as voting. 

I have a pair with the gentleman from New York, Mr. BLOOM. 
I desire to withdraw my vote and answer " Present." 

l\Ir. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to vote" aye." 
The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 

when his name was called? 
Mr. McSWAIN. If f had been present, I would have voted 

"aye," but I was not present, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 376: On page 123, after line 24, strike out "Japanese 

maple, and all cabinet woods (efcept teak) : In the log, 10 per cent ad 
valorem ; boards, planks, deals, flooring, and other lumber and timber," 
and insert "and Japanese maple: In the form of sawed boards, planks, 
deals, and all other forms not further manufactured than sawed, and 
flooring." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Honse recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. CRISP. There are several amendments on the free list 

numbered 1035, 1091, 1092, 1093, and 1095, that were placed 
on the free-list paragraph by the Senate on account of the 
duties on lumber which have just been disposed of by the House. 
Of course, these amendments on the free list should be dis
posed of to conform with the action of the House that has been 
taken on the various motions in the last few minutes. The 
control of the House on these amendments having changed from 
the majority to the minority, I ask whether I or some one on 
the minority would not be entitled to make motions to properly 
dispose of these amendments on the free list. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would be willing to recognize the 
gentleman to ask unanimous consent, but thinks the gentleman 
from Oregon is entitled to recognition. 

Mr. CRISP. Then I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, 
that I may make the motion dealing with these amendments oh 
the free list. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, re erving the 
right to object, will the gentleman again state what he is pro
posing to do? 

Mr. CRISP. All right; I propose to dispose of the amend
ments on the free list that deal with the articles which the 
House ·has just disposed of. On amendment 1035 my motion 
will be t1> recede and concur in the Senate amendment, on 

amendment 1091 it will be that the House insist on its dis
agreement to the Senate amendment, on amendment No. 1092 a 
motion to recede and concur in the Senate amendment, on 
amendment 1093 a motion that the House insist on its disagree
ment to the Senate amendment, and on amendment No. 1095 
that the House insist on its disagreement to the Senate amend
ment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will say that I have no 
objection to that parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 

Illinois rise? 
Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to reconsider 

the votes just taken on the lumber and timber amendments and 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion wa~ agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I accept the suggestion of the 

Speaker and ask unanimous consent that I be permitted to 
offer motions relative to the amendments that I have referred 
to-1035, 1091, 1092, 1093, and 1095. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Reserving the light to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I do not see the necessity of asking unanimous consent. They 
are on the list and are the next in order. 

Mr. CRISP. This disposes of the matter. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Does the gentleman want to consider them 

together? 
Mr. CRISP. No; if this request is granted, I will make the 

motions separately. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Very well. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen

tleman from Georgia? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede and 

concur in Senate amend~ 1ent No. 1035. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further in

-sist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 1091. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede and 

concur in Senate amendment No. 1092. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House insist on 

its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 1093. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House insist on its 

disagreement to Senate amendment 1095. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRISP. l\Ir. Speaker, I move to reconsider the votes by 

which the action just taken was had and to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment in 

disagreement. · 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment 394, page 127, line 8: Strike out "1.5625 cents" and 

insert "1.7125 cents." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the three amendments be considered together, both for purpose 
of debate and vote. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani
mous consent that Senate amendments 394, 395, and 396 be con
sidered together both for the purpose of debate and the purpose 
of amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no-objection. 
The Senate amendments 395 and 396 are as follows: 
Senate amendment 395, pagEr 127, line 10, strike out "but not above 

94 sugar degrees, 625" and insert "375." 
Senate amendment 396, page 127, line 13, strike out the following 

language: " ; testing by the polariscope 94 sugar degrees, 2.75 cents per 
pound, and for each additional sugar degree shown by the polariscopic 
test, 0.125 of 1 cent per pound additional, and fractio-ns of a degree 
in proportion." 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half of my hour to 
the gentleman from Georgia [l\fr. CRISP]. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that we have 30 minutes 
debate on a side on the three amendments. 

Mr. HAWLEY. That would be the rule. I have an hour, and 
I would yield one-half of that hour to the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unanimous 
consent that debate on the three amendments be limited to one 
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hour, one half to be controlled by himself and the other half 
by the gentleman from Georgia. Is there objection? 

1\Ir. CRAMTON. I suppose that carries with it the under
standing that the half hour controlled by the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] will be divided between those who are 
opposed andl those who are in favor on this side, and the half 
hour yielded to the gentleman from Georgia will be divided 
'Detween those who favor and oppose the proposition on that 
side? 

Mr. CRISP. It is my intention if I control one-half of the 
time to gi've to those favoring a duty on sugar 15 minutes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Reserving the right to object, which, of 
course, I shall not do, I wish to say that the entire disposition 
of the time on sugar has been placed in the hands of my friend 
from Georgia, and I express the hope that he will have the 
1,000 per cent success that my good friend from Illinois had a 
few moments ago. [Laughter and applause.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection. [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. . 

Mr. HA. WLEY. Mr. Speaker, I make the following motion: 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Mr. HAWLEY moves that in amendment No. 394 the Honse recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 394, 
and concur in the same. 

Amendment numbered 395: That the House recede from its disagree
men.t to the a.mendment of the Senate numbered 395, and concur in 
the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed 
to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the following: "but not 
above 86 sugar degrees, 0.0375 of 1 cent per pound a:dditional, and 
fractions of a degree in proportion ; testing by the polariscope 86 sugar 
degrees, 2.125 cents per pound, and for each additional sugar degree 
shown by the polariscopic test but not above 96 sugar degrees, 625." 

Amendment numbered 396 : That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment o:t the Senate numbered 396, and concur in the 
same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be stricken out by the Senate amendment insert a semicolon and the 
following: "testing by the polariscope 96 sugar degrees, 2.75 cents per 
pound, and for each additional sugar degree shown by the polariscopic_ 
test, 0.125 of 1 c(}Dt per pound additional, and fractions of a degree 
in proportion." 

Mr: CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I offer a preferential motion to 
concur in all three Senate amendments. 

Mr. BA WLEY. Mr. Speaker, the amendment that I have 
just offered provides a schedule by which the · duty against 
world sugar will be 2.75 cents per pound and against sugar 
imported from Cuba at 96°, 2.20 cents per pound. The Ways 
and Means Committee held long and careful hearings on this 
subject. Every possible investigation to obtain information as 
to the industry and its needs and the relief the tariff ought to 
afford it was made. The experts of the Tariff Commission and 
of various other departments of the Government were summoned 
and inquired of, and as a conclusion, from the standpoint of 
the needs of the industry and the justice that ought to be done 
it, the House reported a rate of 2.40 cents as against Cuban 
sugar. The Senate, however, has made the rate 2 cents _against 
Cuban sugar, and the proposed amendment is a compromise 
exactly halfway between the proposal ot the Senate and the 
propo al of the House, and in my judgment it is the least the 
industry can receive and enjoy the prosperity to which it is 
entitled. On this essential commodity of life we ought to be 
a self-sustaining and self-providing nation. It is the cheapest 
food commodity in the market. No matter where you go, into 
the poorest restaurant, there are three things that are free-
sugar, pepper, and salt. In my judgment, the duties proposed 
will greatly benefit this essential industry and not be felt in the 
purchases- made by consumers, and sugar will continue to be 
the cheapest food commodity on the market. 

I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I know the House is tired, and 

I shall detain it but a few moments. Nothing that I can say 
will change anyone's vote on this question. It is the most con
troversial item in the tariff bill. Every Member of the House 
has made up his mind as to how be will vote. The gentleman 
from Oregon offers · a motion, the effect of which will be to 
impose a duty of 2.20 cents a pound on sugar coming from 
Cuba. The effect of the motion I have made to concur in the 
three amendments is to have a duty of 2 cents a pound against 
Cuban sugar, and that is the only sugar that really affects the 
American market. From a parliamentary point of view the 
House, having passed a bill for 2.40 cents and the Senate for 
2 cents, we can not go below 2 cents nor above 2.40 cents. 
The matter must be disposed of within those bounds. My mo
tion is to take the lowest possible rate that can be voted on 
from a parliamentary viewpoint under existing conditions. It 
is more than ample protection for the sugar industry, and fur-

ther taxes the American consumers $32,000,000 in addition to 
what they are now paying sugar producers under existing law. 
I am not going to argue the question of the merits or demerits 
of tbe situation. As I said, you are all familiar with it. I do 
say this, however, that gentlemen on the Republican side are 
great believers in the Tariff Commission and the flexible pro
vision of the Tariff. Commi sion. 

When Mr. Coolidge, an able man, a conservative man, was 
President the Tariff Commission made an exhaustive study as 
to what rate would equal the difference between the cost of 
production of sugar here and elsewhere, and the Tariff Commis
sion recommended that the rate of 1.76 cents as against sugar 
be reduced. The President did not act on that. 

Mr. FREE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRISP. No. 
Mr. FREE. Is it not a fact that the President turned down 

the recommendation of the Tariff Commission? 
Mr. CRISP. My recollection is that the public was guessing 

for over a year, until after the election, as to what the action 
of the Tariff Commission was ; and when it came out it was a 
recommendation that that rate be reduced. The President did 
not approve the recommendation of the Tariff Commission. I do 
not yield any further. That is the situation before you. If 
you favor 2 cents duty on sugar instead of a higher duty. you 
should vote for the motion that I have made, to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. HA 'VLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL]. 
Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I seriously appeal to every 

friendJ of American agriculture on the floor of this House to 
support the motion of the gentleman from Oregon, not only in 
the interest of the sugar farmers themselves but in the interest 
of agriculture. I heartily approve _the action taken thus far on 
the agricultural schedules, in which we bave made adequate 
increases, but I submit that the American producer of sugar is 
also engaged in agriculture. [Applause.] 

Do not lose sight of the fact that sugar is a product of the 
American farm and is just as much a part of agriculture as is 
wheat, cotton, and livestock. During the past 10 years our 
Committee on Agriculture has been seriously dealing with the 
question of surplus production. We are agreed that one of the 
surest methods of solving the question of farm surpluses is 
through diversification, and no single industry so lends itself to 
diversified farming and adds as much wealth to the community 
as does the growing of sugar beets. We speak of a balanced 
agriculture. You have heard it in every debate in this Bouse. 
Here is one sure way to get it. An adequate tariff on sugar will 
encourage and increase production of American sugar and render 
us less dependent on foreigners and foreign production. Every 
acre turned to the production of sugar beets will take out of 
production an acre of land now devoted to the growing of some 
crop of which we have an exportable surplus. Failure to grant 
such protection will mean an increased production of from 
75,000,000 to 100,000,000 bu hels of wheat. This is not only the 
judgment of the members of the Committee on Agriculture but 
is al o the judgment of the great farm organizations through 
which the farmers of this Nation have spoken time and time 
again. Last September, 12 of the leading organizations repre
senting farmers in this country made a statement to· the Sena
tors in which they said: 

Without a material increase in the duties above the Fordney
McCumber rates, the sugar industry of this country will suffer severe 
hardships. 

At the bead of that list of 12 organizations we find two of 
the foremost farm organizations of the Nation, namely, the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and the National Grange. 
Their position to~day is unchanged. Only this morning Mem
bers of the House received a communication addressed to Hon. 
WILLIS W. HAWLEY, chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, signed by Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington representa
tive of the American Farm Bureau Federation, in which it is 
stated that while the Bouse rate of 2.40 cents per pound as con
tained in the House- bill is none too high to promote a domestic 
sugar production, nevertheless the rate of 2.20 cents per pound 
will be helpful and is necessary to protect the industry and 
benefit agriculture generally. The letter is as follows: 

Copy to all Members of Congress. 
Hon. WILLIS W. HAWLEY, 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 1, 1930. 

Ol~airman Ways ana Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

MY DEAR CHAIRMAN HAWLEY : It is understood :from press reports and 
otherw1se that you at the proper time will introduce an amendment pr(). 
posing a 2.20-cent-per-pound rate of duty on sugar from Cuba. 



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- · HOUSE 8241 
This proposed action on your part deserves to be commended, even 

though" the rate which is contemplated in your amendment is not ade
quate to give the sugar producers of the Nation that protection which 
they justly should have. With the difference, however, in the Senate 
and House bills relative to the rate on sugar, it is reasonable to strike 
an average which brings us to the 2.20-cent rate. All legislation, as is 
so often stated, is a matter of compromise, and the compromise at 
2.20 cents per pound will secure a rate on sugar of some material 
assi tance to the growers and of no particular burden to the other 
groups in our Nation. 

On September 8, 1929, 12 farm organizations sent a letter to the 
Members of the Senate, in which it was stated : " Without a material 
increase in the duty (on sugar) above the Fordney-McCumb_er rate the 
sugar industry of this country will suffer severe hardships. It has been 
shown by the growers that rates of duty such as have been asked for 
by the fat·m organizations would lead to profitable cane and beet pro
duction and would adequately incre~se the cane and beet acreages." In 
the list of commodities attached to this letter, upon which higher rates 
of duty were asked by the dozen organizations signatory thereto, sugar 
was included at "not less than House rates." -

Sugar pre ents an ideal tariff problem. Its production is now demon
strated to be practicable in our Nation, both from cane and beets; its 
pre Pnt amount of production within our Nation clas ifl.es it as an infant 
industry compared to the total sugar consumption of our Nation ; its 
extent of production can be greatly magnified before any e>idence of 
surplus appears; and there are citizens, both producers and refiners, 
willing and ready to put money and energy into the greater production 
of ugar if only more reasonable protection is given. 

1.'he reverse of the above-described tariff problem on sugar will 
assuredly be true if r easonable protection such as is to be proposed in 
your aii)endment Jl not given. It will not be possible to supplant sur
plus producing acreages of other crops by the substitution of sugar 
acreages, even though such suga\ production is climatically possible ; it 
will be wholly impossible to increase the percentage of our domestically 
produced sugar"compared to foreign importations; and instea,i1 of money 
and activity going into the sugar business, both of product[on and re
fining, they will be withdrawn therefrom. In other words, Co.ngress is 
at the point now •of deciding whether the United States is to render 
itself mor·e nearly self-sullicing in its sugar supply or is to become 
more and more dependent upon foreign supplies. 

The House rate of 2.40 cents per pound is none too high adequately 
to promote a domestic sugar production. The rate of 2.20 cents per 
pound will be h elpful in accomplishing this goal and appears to be a 
happy medium upon which all who are interested in benefiting agricul
ture, and in securing the p:·oduction within our own boundaries more 
nearly of a national" supply of sugar, might agree. 

Very respect fully, 
.AMERICAN FAR 1 BUREAU FEDERATION, 

CHESTER H . GRAY, 

Washington Re1Jresentative. 

Mueh has been said in this debnte about the con ·umer. Let 
me remind you that the American farmer is also a consumer of 
sugar just the same as the mall who works in a factory . He is 
willing to pay his proportionate part of any increa e in price 
that may be pa sed on to him as a consumer, knowing that at 
most it can add little more tllan 20 cents per year per capita to his 
budget. After all, sugar i America's cheapest food. The in
dividual consumer has little to complain of when he can buy 
10 pounds of sugar for a half dollar. 

I make no plea for preferential treatment of sugar. I ask 
merely that the . ugar farmers of the Nation be given the same 
degree of intelligent consideration that we have extended to 
tho e of our farmers who grow other crops. I am not half as 
murh concerned about the .beet-sugar industi·y as I am about 
our agriculture as a whole, but simple justice to the sugar farm
ers demands the 2.20 rate as a minimum of protection. I submit 
that the sugar farmer is entitled to the same consideration as 
his neighbor who grow onions or produces beef. . 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

1\lr. CUISP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes of the time 
under my control to the gentleman from Louisiana [1\Ir. O'CoN
NOR] and ask him to divide it among his colleagues from Louisi
ana. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. 1\ir. Speaker, on behalf of the 
Louisiana delegation I thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
his very generous attitude toward Louisiana on this and on other 
occasions. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. l\1oNTET] . 

l\Ir. l\10NTET. Mr. Speaker, it is utterly impossible to enter 
into a detailed discussion of any phase of the proposed sugar 
tariff within the time allotted for the discussion of this sched
ule; however, there are a few observations that I want to sub
mit in the limited time allotted me. 

Some time ago I cal1ed the attention of the House to what I 
believed was the necessity of maintaining a sugar industry in 

continental United States. I called attention to the fact that 
sugar was and still is the cheapest food commodity on the 
American market. 

No later than yesterday one of the local papers carried an 
item from New York, reporting that July sugar futures sold for 
1.53 cents a pound, the cheapest price at which sugar bas been 
quoted in over a quarter of a century. You gentlemen who are 
interested in helping the farmers, let me tell you that sugar is 
the product of the farm; that the people growing sugar beets 
and sugarcane in this country are farmers, and entitled to the 
name of farmers just as much as the farmers who grow wheat, 
corn, and other crops. We are entitled to as much assistance as 
any other farming activity in the United States. And I grant 
that others are entitled to the same measure of protection we 
are asking for here. 

What are we asking for here? Simply an increase of two
tenths of a cent oyer the. Senate rate. 

The average family consumption of sugar in this country is 
60 pounds per capita. The total annual consumption is 104 
pounds per capita, but that includes sugar used in confections, 
pops, soft drinks, candies, and so forth. 

The average consumption for family use is 60 pounds per 
capita. 

The increase proposed by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
HAWLEY1 is an increase of one-fifth of 1 cent a pound, which 
means an annual increase in the cost of living of 12 cents pl:'r 
capita. Just think, 12 cents per capita! That 12 cents per 
capita will probably mean the saving of the sugar industry in 
this country, and I earnestly hope that none who are solicitous 
for the well-being of the farmer are going to turn a deaf ea1• 
to the appeals of the sugar farmers of this country. We are 
not asking for anything more than simple justice. 

We know the propaganda that has been carried on by the 
confectionery, candy, and soft drink people of this country. We 
should remember that in every 120 bottles of 5-cent pop 6 pounds 
of sugar are used, and if the proposed amendment prevails, the 
120 bottles of pop will bear an additional cost of 3 cents. Do 
you believe they are going to reduce the size of the pop bottle? 
\Ve all know the size and contents will remain the same. 

Anothl:'r propaganda, in behalf of the candy people, is headed 
by the Her bey interests, who have admitted they have an 
investment of $50,000,000 in the sugar industry of Cuba. They 
had the temerity to send out to-day propaganda against the 
sugar industry on account, as they say, of the class of labor 
used in the sugar-beet field . The H ershey people themselves 
employ the cbeape t kind of Cuban labor in their Cuban fac
tories, so how can they complain of the labor used in this coun
try with any degree of propriety? 

I am sorry that the time allotted me does not permit that I 
enter into a full discussion of this tariff schedule, but let me say 
that I do hope that the Members of this House will bear in 
mind that this is a final appeal for a languishing but most 
worthy and necessary industry. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentlem·an from Louisiana 
has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. 1\Ir. Speaker, I yield two min
ute to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. G&m] . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from l!"'lorida is recognized 
for two ,minutes. 
· Mr. GREEN. 1\lr. Speaker and Members of the House, I shall 
vote for a tariff duty on sugar because I believe that it is in the 
interest of agriculture, because throughout my State sugarcane 
growing is increasing, and because in the vicinity of the Flotida 
Everglades alone there is an investment of $17,000,000 in sugar 
plantations. This investment, I understand, will soon be raised 
to $72,000,000. This single concern now has employed 2,500 per
sons. As the plant is enlarged, of course, more persons will 
receive employment. These employees are farmers the same as 
farmers in other sections of the country and are entitled to 
benefit and protection. 

We likewise voted for a tariff on lumber,- because in Florida 
alone there are approximately 30,000,000 acres of forest lands. 
This industi·y is one of the greatest in Florida and desires anll 
needs protection. 

It is time, my friends, that not only the East and the North 
and the West join in measures of protection but also the South 
when it can be benefited. [Applause.] · 

I shall cast my vote for sugar a I have cast my yote for 
lumber; as I cast my vote for the general tariff protective bill 
several months ago. [Applause.] 

This tariff bill car ries great benefits to Florida. 1\Iany Florida 
items have been written into the bill at the insistence of the 
Florida congressional delegation; therefore we have and will 
support the bill. In this I believe we are justified. 

Thousands of farmers in my district are making a surplus of 
sirup from their sugarcane ; this sirup is offered on the market 
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now at a sacrifice; therefore the sugar tariff will help them and 
will not injure in actuality anyone. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Florida 
has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, I yield four min
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. SPEARING]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana is recog
nized for four minutes. 

Mr. SPEARING. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, it seems to me 
that if there is one product which is entitled to be considered in 
a tariff bill in the interest of agriculture it is sugar, because 
that is an agricultural product pure and simple. The industry 
is growing ; it is extending all over the country. It used to be 
said that it was only known down South, in Louisiana. But 
now we have it in the North, and in the Middle West, and in the 
extreme West. 

This whole tariff agitation is presumably in the interest of the 
farmers and of the planters. 

The fact that the House first fixed a tariff on sugar and the 
Senate bas concurred that a tariff on sugar higher than the pres
ent rate should be levied, and that the pending motion is to concur 
demonstrates that it is recognized by the Congress that sugar is 
entitled to be protected. If you are going to give it protection, 
you should give it real, genuine protE:!ction, and not half-hearted 
protection. Two cents, or a raise from 1. 76, is only s:tigbt pro
tection. That is such a slight increase that it does not amount 
to a very great deal. Sugar is entitled to full protection the 
same as you have given to other agricultural products. You 
have provided for wheat and cotton and corn and all agricul
tural products. You should give ample protection to sugar. 

It has been urged that the increase on sugar will hurt the 
breakfast table. There is no foundation for that suggestion. 
When the matter was considered last summer during the pe
cial session I demonstrated by statistics that even if you give 
them the proposed 2.40 on sugar, the increased cost to each family 
would only be 60 cents per year. The statistics and facts 
demonstrate that. If you accept the proposition proposed by 
the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from Oregon, of 
2.20, that is only one-half of the increase provided in the House 
bill, and therefore the increased cost to each family under the 
rate now proposed will only be 30 cents per year. It will not 
hm·t the family at all and it will give protection to this agri.
cultural product that is increasing all over the country. 

We should encourage the raising of sugar products, whether 
it be cane or beets, because it gives employment to a number 
of people and encourages American industry, especially agri-
culture. _ 

We should rely upon our own COUI}.try for the products which 
we consume. In the present situation we do not supply the coun
try with sugar. We have to import a large quantity of sugar. 
If you will encourage the industry, not only will it increase the 
use of farm lands and put them into cultivation ~ut it will neces
sitate a greater number of sugar mills, thus giving employment 
to a large number of laborers. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, I yield to myself 
the balance of the time allotted to me. 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the House, not a 
stalk of cane is grown in the district that I have the honor 
to represent. The people of that district live largely in about 
one-half the city of New Orleans. The balance of the district 
is made up of two parishes, which correspond to your counties, 
one the palish of St. Bernard and the other the parish of 
Plaquemines. At one time those parishes were given over to 
sugar culture. To-day it is more profitable to breed muskrats 
and mink. That is a growing industry. It is growing, and is 
more profitable than sugar would be on account of the very low 
and poor protection given sugar by the Federal Government. In 
other words, I am standing before you as an American who 
would ask you to give protection to sugar if he never saw a 
stalk of cane in his State. [Applause.] The sugar area of 
Louisiana is probably one of the most romantic sections of the 
United States of America. Anybody who wants to see America 
at its best should journey down there and, during the cane
cutting season, witness how people ean live in amity and in 
accord. But I have not much time, and I will have to journey 
on as rapidly as possible, leaving to your imagination the story 
I have not the time to tell. 

Let me tell you what first attracted my attention to the 
needs of our country from the standpoint of protection for 
sugar. During the war 16 vessels went down off New York, 
torpedoed by a submarine. We gave it out to the world that 
those vessels were empty. Toward the close of the war we 
acknowledged that they were loaded to the guards with sugar. 

Do you believe that that day may not come again when we will 
be at grips with some nation across either one of the oceans? 

Do you realize that we must make the United States of 
America a self-sustaining country to the fullest of our power? 
Is it not incumbent upon every American in peace time as in 
war times to make his country a little better off for his presence 
in it than if he had never st~pped upon the stage of life? You 
owe it to yourselves and to the generations which will follow 
to keep sugar a continental product, and not to transfer it to 
alien lands and alien people. Give the work to Americans 
rather than to transfer it to men that are living under despotic 
agricultural conditions and men who are almost serfs of the 
land. I speak of them more in sorrow than in anger. But 
if you are for America, vote for the motion of the chairman of 
the committee [Mr. HAWLEY], vote for the American working
man, work for the building up of a great industry that will 
make us a self-sustaining ind9pendent people rather than a 
people that will have to look across the waters for that which 
we need daily upon our tables and is es ential to the physical 
welfare of Americans in youth and in old age. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. O'CONNOR] has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, Members of the House, I 
too, want to appeal to the friends of the farmers, the same as 
the gentleman from Indiana has done, not to go too far in 
this tariff. You have here 500 pages of tariff schedules and 
increased rates. There is no necessity or ju ti:fi.cation for the 
rate proposed by the Hou e on sugar. I submit to the chair
man of the committee that this country is self-.iillstaining in its 
production of sugar, with our unlimited supply from Porto 
Rico, Ha wail, and the Philippines, It is not nece ary to pro
duce a pound of sugar in continental United State . We can 
not des~y Cuba economically after having given her a new 
birth and political independence. Th!s increased duty on sugar is 
simply the re ult of a contagious epidemic to get a prohibi
tory tariff on anything that you have the votes for, or need, 
to trade for other unconscionable increases regardless of results. 
Again, gentlemen, I want to remind the House that we can not 
expect to ·export unless we do some importing. We can not 
expect other countries to continue buying from us unless theY. 
can do some selling of their goods to us. 

Actual statistics of the earnings of the well-managed com
panies producing beet sugar in this country have been submitted 
and are in the RECORD. The beet companies that are well 
managed are making money. There has been considerable 
discussion about it and the large earnings and profits have not 
and can not be contradicted. The beet-sugar growers are 
making money. They are anything but model employers, but 
I will not go into that now. As I said, the well managed and 
administered beet-sugar companies in the country are making 
money. 

Mr. COLTON. Only one of them . . 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, your own figures bear me 

out It urely is a new theory in protective tariff to provide 
duties for poorly financed, over financed, and badly managed 
indu tries. We can not subsidize those which are improperly 
managed, and, while an appeal may be made here for home in
dustries, I appeal for the American children and the American 
women. The American Congress is too big to take a stick of 
candy from the American children. [Applause.] We are more 
fortunately situated in regard to our supply of sugar than any 
country in the world. First, we have an abundant supply from 
our own insular Territories, Porto Rico and Hawaii and then 
from the Philippines. In addition to that a reserve supply, 
right at our door from Cuba, which next to one of our own 
States or Territory is closer to us than any other foreign coun
try in the world. There is now a tariff on sugar; it is sufficient. 
If we are to increase the tariff on sugar it is only to provide 
an unnecessary subsidy to a few beet-sugar factories at the ex
pense of millions of dollars to the American people, including 
the farmers, if you please. I remind my colleagues from farm 
districts right now that they will soon hear from their farmer 
constituents if the tariff on sugar is increased. It is one of the 
first which will be felt by the consumers. Again, I say we must 
not cause the financial ruin of Cuba. We owe Cuba a duty. 
What good is it if the American people who sacrificed their 
sons and spent millions to give Cuba her political freedom if 
32 years later we cause her economic ruin? The consumers 
simply can not bear this additional burden. I am against any 
increase on sugar. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LAGuARDIA] has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman fro~ Michigan [1\lr. WooDRUFF]. 
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Mr. WOODRUFF. l\Ir. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen, refer- high as 35 cents per pound for granulated sugar, and that the 

ence has been made by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRISP] average price to the consumer throughout that entire year was 
to a certain investigation and report that was made on sugar 151;2 cents, 10 cents per pound more than we are compelled to 
by the Tariff Commission, the report recommending the reduc- pay at this time. Everyone should know from . this experience 
tion of the present tariff on this commodity. The gentlem·an that the only protection the American people, including the 
from Georgia reflected somewhat upon the former President of children mentioned by the gentleman from New York, have from 
the United States because he did not quickly approve the recom- the greed and the price gouging of the Cuban and the Wall 
mendation for lowering the tariff. Subsequent events have fully Street-Cuban producer is the domestic cane and beet sugar 
justified the refusal of President Coolidge. The gentleman from industries which are on trial for their very lives here to-day. 
New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] has made certain statements If these industries are here crucified, they will be so crucified 
which, in my opinion, are not justified by the facts. He stated, by men who profess to believe in proper protection to American 
among other things, that all wen-m·anaged sugar-beet concerns industry. The deciding votes will be cast by men and women 
in the country are now on a prosperous basis, but I think he who were candidates for election upon a platform pledging such 
will find, upon investigation, that there is only one sugar-beet protection. Your constituents have the right to expect; yes, 
company in the country to-day that can pay dividends in the they have a right to demand of you the protection given to 
future unless the recommendation of the gentleman from Oregon them by a successful domestic sugar industry, which the rates 
[Mr. HAWLEY] is finally written into law. The company I refer recommended by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY] 
to is the Great Western Sugar Co., which for the past four years will insure. 
has, according to the best information obtainable, paid but 4 per It must not be forgotten that the question involved is whether 
cent on the investment. Undoubtedly this company can continue the tariff shall be 2 or 2.2 cents per pound. The parliamentary 
to exist. But, Mr. Speaker, this does not by any means indicate situation is such that the rate can not be made lower than 2 
that is because it is the only well-managed beet-sugar company cents. It can not be made higher than 2.2 cents. This does not 
in the country. The reason why this company shows a profit seem to be a great difference, and yet it is great enough to deter
while all others show a lo s is due to two things. First, because mine whether the domestic-sugar industry is to survive or 
it has the protection of freight rates, and sugar from other sec- perish. This difference means to the sugar companies 20 cents 
tions can not be brought into competition with its product. per bag of 100 pounds. On a production of 500,000 or 1,000,000 
Second, this company is in a position de luxe agriculturally. bags per year the higher rate spells success, the lower rate 
Practically every acre of its beets are raised on irrigated land. failure. What does it mean to the consumer? The average 
Sunshine is with them nearly every clay of the crop year. When family buys not to exceed 200 pounds of refined sugar per year. 
water is needed, the farmer goes to the irrigation ditch and Many of them buy much less than this. The additional cost per 
turns it on. The soil is exceedingly rich, and as a result the family if the higher rate prevails will be but 40 cents per year, 
beet grower of that section does not know the meaning of a and I nm sure the American housewife will be glad enough to 
crop failure. pay this modest sum and in this way write for herself an insur-

Conditions in Michigan and other beet-growing sections are ance policy against a return of the conditions of 1920. 
very different. While our soils are rich, we can not turn on The argument that the sugar used in the manufacture of ear
sunshine or water at will. We can not, in times of excessive bonated beverages, candy, and so forth, is passed on to the con
rainfall, turn off the water when the crops have bad enough. sumer is idle chatter. This theory was exploded long ago. 
It must be plain to everyone that these things which handicap, Every well-informed person knows that the additional tariff on 
to some small extent, the beet raiser and thereby cause an in- sugar used for these purposes will be absorbed by the manufac
~rease in the cost of production, can not be charged to misman- turer, and that the only additional cost to the consumer will be 
agem·ent. Further, it is hardly fair to charge practically all of the additional tariff on that sugar carried home and used for 
the excellent busine s men who have invested their money in domestic purposes. I have just stated what this cost will be. 
these sugar companies with mismanagement because a combina- Surely not a serious matter for a people as favored in other 
tion of circumstances, over which they have no control, have ways as ours. 

' made the business unprofitable. While I have not the time to go fully into the value to agri-
It will surprise my friend from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] culture involved in this measure, I will state that 97,000 farm

to know that in Michigan, Indiana, and Ohio there have been ers in eight States produce sugarcane. There are 100,00() 
in the past three months nine different sugar-beet companies farmers in 19 States who produce sugar beets. In order to have 
go into the bands of receivers. Naturally, the mind inquires. a market for this cane and these beets it is necessary that · 
" Why? " there be refiners to whom the farmers can sell. The farmers 

I propose, in the short time at my disposal, to info1·m the can not continue to grow· beets or cane without a prosperous 
House. How many of you know that to-day the American refining industry. The refiners can not continue to do business 
people are buying their sugar for 1 cent a pound less than they unle s in a condition to pay the farmer a price for his product 
paid, as an average price, over the period of 10 years preceding which will net him a profit. The success of one is dependent 
the World War? How many Member of this House know that upon the success of the other. 
prior to the war the sugar-beet factories, to whom the farmer This brings me to the question of whether the Michigan 
mu. t of necessity sell his beets, paid only from 15 cents to 35 farmer participates in the benefits of a prosperous sugar indus
cents per hour for the labor they employed? How many of n·y. For the past three years the farmers have been guaranteed 
you know that to-day those same factories are compelled to a minimum of $7 per ton for their beets. This year the sugar 
pay from 35 cents to 75 cents per hour? How many Members companies, depending upon the promises of the Republican pll:lt
of this House know that prior to the war the sugar-beet fac- form and the Republican majorities in both the House and the 
tories bought from the fanners of the country their sugar beets Senate to give them the nece sary tariff protection, have in
for approximately $2 per ton less than they now have to pay? cr ased the minimum price to $7.75 per ton. The contracts 
It does not require a mathematical mind to realize the situation always provide that the farmer can exercise the right of taking 
in which the domestic sugar companies find themselves. With- the guaranteed minimum price or one-half the profits from the 
out the increase of tariff asked for it is utterly impossible for sale of the sugar in the beets he produces. That the farmer 
those companies to continue to operate. does participate in the benefits from an increase in the price 

During the debates on this question it has been shown time of sugar is shown by the following table: 
and again that the United States exacts the lowest tariff on Avemge farm price of beets per ton 

sugar of any nation in the world. It has been shown repeat- [From reports of Department of Agriculture} 
edly that the people of this country buy their su~ar at a lower I MICHIGAN 
cost than the people of any other country. It 1s known that Pet· ton 
no necessity of life is sold to the consumer at so narrow a 1911_12 ___________________________________________________ $5. 74 
margin. The average merchant who handles sugar sells it at 1912-13--------------------------------------------------- 5. 69 
or near cost so it reaches the ultimate consumer at very little 1913---14--------------------------------------------------- 5. 93 
above actual' cost of production plus the freight charges. ·I have 1914-15--------------------------------------------------- 5. 23 

stated that while the cost of production has greatly increased f~fti~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.=.=.=.=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:I~ 
since the war, the price paid to the farmer and the sugar com- 1917-18--------------------------------------------------- 8. 04 
panies has decreased. 1918-J9--------------------------------------------------- 10.08 

1919--0------------------------------------------------- 12.52 There are Members of this body who are willfully closing their 1920-2L ________________________________________________ .:::.::: 10. os 
eyes to facts in connection with this subject which should cause 19~1-22_________________________________________________ 6. 10 

them to unhesitatingly vote for the increase asked for. There i~~i=~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-- ~:~~ 
is not a Member present who does not know that in 1920, due 1924-25 _________________________________________________ :::::: s. 85 
to a world shortage in sugar, when the domestic sugar was off 1925-fG--------------------------------------------------- 7. 05 
the market in May, tile Cubans raised the price of their product i~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::.::::::·::.-~:.:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: +: ~g 
until the consumers of this country were compelled to pay as 1928-29----------------------------------------~---------- 7. 22 
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The facts as disclosed by the Department of Agriculture 

should put an end to the argument that all tariff benefits are 
absorbed by the refiners and that the increase asked for will 
not help the fa1·mer. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been clearly shown that the domestic 
sugar industry must have not less than the 2.2 tariff recom
mended by the conferees if it is to survive. It has been shown 
that the American housewives must have the protection of a 
prosperous and expanding domestic industry if they are to be 
preserved from a repetition of their expensive experience of 
1920, and I hope that when the vote is cast the confidence of 
our beet and cane growing farmers, our factory owners, and our 
housewives in the courage and fairness of our Republican Mem
bers of this House will not have been misplaced. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER]. [Applause.] 
Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 

House, of course it is unnecessary for me to state that I am for 
a duty on sugar and would prefer the Hou e rate of 2.40. [Ap
plause.] I want to say to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LAGUARDIA], my genial colleague, that owing to the protective
tariff policy which prevails in this country the children of the 
folks who labor in the United States are not limited to one stick 
of candy; they can get their full ration of sugar, and they get it 
cheaper than it can be procured anywhere in the world. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not want to curtail their supply. 
Mr. CROWTHER. And I do not want to curtail their supply, 

and. we will not do so by voting this duty of 2.20. We hear 
gentlemen about the House say, "Watch the price go up as 
soon as this increased duty is put on sugar," yet the price of 
sugar has gradually gone down ever since the duty was put on 
in 1922. [Applause.] You can buy 10 pounds of sugar to-day 
for 49 cents. 

The production of sugar is an important thing in a great many 
sections of this country. The beet industry should be encouT
aged from an agricultural point of view, as has been thoroughly 
explained to you by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PuRNELL]. 
It has a value as a cure for sick soil ; it has a value in using 
soil on which wheat and other grains have heretofore been 
grown, and of which we have a surplus; it has a value to the 
refiners of this country. 

We have 3 great refineries in New York, 1 on the New 
Jersey shore, 3 in Philadelphia, 1 in San Francisco, and 
1 or more in New Orleans. We have hundl"eds of millions of 
doUars inve ted in sugar refineries ; there are 75,000 people 
directly employed in those refineries, with a pay roll of $80,-
000,000 a year. Therefore it is necessary that we should have 
a tariff rate which will take care of the refineries so that refined 
sugar shall not come into the country at a lower rate than raw 
sugar. 

They take their message to the housewives of the country and 
tell them how much more it is going to cost if an additional 
rate is put on sugar. However, the average American housewife, 
whether she be of the Democratic or Republican faith, has more 
good common sens~ than all the free trade propagandists in 
the country. [Applause.] And let me tell you gentlemen on the 
Democratic side that the American housewife is more concerned 
about h~r hu band having a steady job than she is regarding 
the 60 cents a year that you claim this duty will add to her 
budget expense. I urge you to support the chairman by voting 
for a reasonable duty on sugar. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 
New York h:;1.s expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Wiscon in [Mr. SCHAFER]. [Applause.] 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentle
men of the Hou e, I agree with almost everything that our able 
colleague from Indiana [Mr. PU&l\~L] has said with reference 
to the farm situation. I have the honor to represent a city dis
trict, but I am going to vote for the amendment. on the sugar 
schedule offered by the chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee [Mr. HAWLEY] because I realize that the problems of 
the labcre_rs in city districts and the problems of the · farmers 
are closely interwoven. [Applause.] I believe in protecting the 
American farmer's products from unfair competition of cheaply 
produced foreign products. I ai:n in favor of having the Ameri
can farmer prosperous rather than to have the sugar planters 
in Cuba, who employ cheap peon labor, prosperous at the eXpense 
of the American farmer. [Ap.Qlause.] 

There recently came to the office of each Member of the House 
a statement issued by the Hershey Corporation in opposition 
to this sugar tariff. This corporation admits it owns a r·efinery 
in Cuba, and urges that the proposed increase in the sugar 
tariff rates be not adopted. This Hershey Corporation pleads 
in the name of cheap candy for the children and the rest of the 

American people. The candy products of the Hershey Corpora
tion are now protected with a 40 per cent ad valorem tariff. 
If we would remove that tariff, of course, we would be able to 
bring in foreign candy to compete with their product and 
furnish the American people with such candy at prices much 
lower than paid for the Hershey Co. product. Before the 
Hershey Co. protests again ·t a protective tariff on sugar in the 
interest of fair play it should advocate a reduction of the tariff 
on its competing manufacture of products. 

An article appears in the Milwaukee Journal, April 28, 1930, 
the headline of which states: "Hershey Co. eam-s $2.65 in quar
ter." Then the article goes on to say: 

Net profits of the Hershey Chocolate Co. for the first quarter of 1930 
were the largest for any quarter in the history of the company. 

Further on it indicates that the sales for the quarter ~nding 
March 31, 1930, totaled $11,450,059 and that the operating 
profits totaled $2,761,299. It further indicates that during 
said quarter the company purchased 4,443 shares of preferred 
stock, reducing the total outstanding to $8,248,200. 

The consolidated balance sheet showed current assets of 
$16,243,964 and current liabilities of $2,875,887. Surplus at 
organization totaled $2,389,282 and earned surplus on March 
31, 1930, was $10,680,282. 

It is significant that the main opposition to the sugar tariff 
has come from those who, in all conscience, have none but 
selfish interests to satisfy. I will now refer to the National 
City Barik of New York and to the Coca-Cola Co. of Atlanta. 
Both these opponents have made their absurd protests in the 
name of the consumer, but it requires no great amount of argu
ment to show that they are particularly interested in drawing 
their own chestnuts from the fire. 

The attitude of the National City Bank is an extremely 
arrogant one, as befits an institution with $2,000,000,000 of 
capital. It has tens of millions invested in Cuban sugar prop
erties and its only purpose in fighting the tariff is to kill off the 
domestic industry, or to maintain it in a languishing condition, 
so that its own opportunities in the United States may be 
widened. 

It might very well be contended that the motives which led 
the National City to make its investments in Cuba are open 
to question. Its millions were sent to the island at a time when 
sugar was selling at an exorbitant level and housewives of the 
Nation were forced to pay five or six times as much for it as 
they are paying at this moment. There can be no doubt that 
the bank believed that the high prices would be continued over 
a period of years and that it anticipated tremendous retu1 ns 
from the exploitation of cheap and tropical labor. Eventually, 
and through no fault of Cuba or the bank, sugar prices re
turned to normal, and the National City was left with a bundle 
of almost worthless collateral. As a consequence, it was forced 
to take over and operate many of the Cuban sugar properties. 
Then came a second piece of bad judgment. The bank decided 
that the only way out of the financial mire was to increase the 
Cuban sugar production. 

And so the output was stimulated-stimulated beyond the 
lim,its which sanity should have dictated. The re ult is that 
Cuba has flooded the markets of the world with sugar, and that 
prices have been depressed to a point where it is impossible 
for domestic companies to continue. Briefly, the choice of the 
House lies between the sugar farmers of the United States and 
the capitalists who have invested their money in a tropical 
.industry in a foreign nation. 

The position of the Coca-Cola Co., and the fight which it bas. 
carried on is even less defensible. They object to a tariff 
which would increase the co t of the sugar in a bottle of Coca
Cola or pop by a small fraction of a mill, because, we are given 
to understand, it would be a burden on the consumer. Every
one knows that pop and Coca-Cola is made of sugar and water, 
some flavoring, and coloring. 'Vhen the health-giving qualit,ies 
of sugar have been vitiated by the mixture of these nonnutri
tious elements, pop b~comes protected under our tariff at the 
rate of 15 cents a case. That is, the pop bottlers object to a 
duty on sugar when it is in crystal form, but no one in the 
House has heard it sugge ted that the duty on sugar, when it 
is dissolved and placed into a bottle, should be eliminated. 
And that duty-in-the-bottle amounts to 12 cents a pound. 

The plain truth of the matter is that the Coca-Cola Co. is 
entirely too ambitious. The headquarters of the company are 
in Georgia, and it has a political influence in that State which 
none of us should like to see duplicated in the national ~;cheme 
of affairs. .In Georgia, this great corporation bas watched the 
enactment of a law in the legislature which forbids the sale of 
any beverage which "foams like beer." Near beer is contra
band. Only one step seems to be lacking. To be consistent, 
the Legisill.ture of Georgia should enact a law making it illegal 
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to drink anything but Coca-Cola. That, too, one imagines, 

• might be explained as something noble accomplished in the in
terests of the consumer by the same gentlemen who are now 
trying to convince us that the duty on sugar is an iniquitious 
proposal. Certainly the explanation of the one could be no 
more fantastic than the explanation of the other. 

Sworn statements have been presented to Congress which 
demonstrate and prove that 18 of the 19 sugar-beet companies 
in the United States are operating at a loss. What is the con
dition among the Coca-Cola magnates? They are making money 
hand over fist, and since they are a self-righteous crowd, it may 
be supposed that they look upon their profits as a divine re
ward for making it illegal to drink near beer as well as real 
beer. I read from the Wall Street Journal of February 27, 
as follows: 
• Increase in the Coca-Cola dividend to $6 from $4 a share a year 
was forecast in several quarters in Wall Street. Action was justified 
by tbe persistent growth of tbe company. Since 1922 .sales have in
creased approximately 86 per cent, and in the same period there was 
a gain in net income of more than 103 per cent, indicating economies 
practiced in the distribution of its product. 

The Wall Street guessers were right. The Coca-Cola divi
dend is now $6 a share, and the stock which sold for $148 less 
than three months ago is now quoted around $180. Prosperity 
certainly descended in full force on the savior of the consumers. 

What have the actual profits of Coca-Cola been? I quote 
from a recent issue of Printers' Ink: 

Net profits of tbe Coca-Cola Co., Atlanta, for 1929 amounted to 
$12,758,276, after all charges, against $10,189,120 for the previous 
year. Sales for the year amounted to $39,260,813, against sales of 
$34,745,758 for 1928, an increase of 12.9 per cent. 

Sugar farmers need the protection of an increased duty. It 
is only justice that the House extend to them the same degree 
of solicitude that it has extended to every other agricultural 
enterprise. 

You must choose between these selfish, prosperous American 
interests and the cheap foreign labor and foreign interests on 
one side and the American labor, farmer, and sugar industry 
on the other. 

I shall take my stand on the American side and vote for the 
amendment submitted by the chairman of the Ways Committee 
[1\Ir. HAWLEY]. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
ha expired. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I desire to use one minute of my 
time. 

'When it comes to a high protectionist, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CROWTHER] is the noblest Roman of them all, 
and I have a great respect for the gentleman from New York. 
He is honest, sincere, consistent, and is for protection for all 
parts of the country. Whenever a tariff js proposed I know 
the attitude of the gentleman from New York. 

The gentleman from New York has frankly said that if be 
had his way he would build a tariff wall so high that nothing 
could get in unless a fellow broke his neck getting over the 
wall. The Hawley-Smoot bill should be a joy and delight to 
his soul. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLACK]. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, in the last cam
paign the Republicans had Hoover's picture in every kitchen, I 
suppose, with his eye on the sugar bowl. 
. Now, what a country w~ have to-day as the result of the sur

render of governmental functions by the Republicans to the 
lobby. Invisible government has brought about invisible pros
perity. We expected a business government and we got a mon
key-business government. Irresolution prevails in Washington 
and unemployment fills the land. Leadership is lacking and so 
are good times. The Republican idea of leadership is to steal 
candy from the children. The Republicans have depressed the 
banks, the stock market, and the farm, and now they are flock
ing like so many vultures over the kitchen. [Applause.] 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my time 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FnEAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. 1\Ir. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
Bouse, the sugar schedule before us is the most controverted of 
all items in the bill. The House rate is $2.40 per 100 pounds on 
Cuban preferential duties ; the House conferees' proposal is now 
$2.20; the Senate amendment is $2, and existing law is $1.76. 
I am in favor of existing law, but we are limited by the House 
rates and Senate rates, so I am urging you to accept the Senate 
rate as proposed by the Crisp motion. That means the $2 rate 
per 100 pounds. 

L€t me say that in my State we have four sugar mills entitled 
to any legitimate aid and we also have 3,000,000 consumers. 
In my own district we have a sugar mill that has been closed 
for some time and we also have over 200,000 consumers of 
sugar in that district. The consumers who pay the bills will 
be beard from later. 

I can well believe that ordinarily the only chance to protect 
consumers who are most interested must come from holding the 
price of sugar as low as we can. We have not been permitted 
before to vote in the House on this sugar item. 

The sugar mill in my district is closed. The sugar mills in 
the States of Mi~higan and Minnesota are closed, and they are 
to stay clo ed permanently if we strive to keep them going with 
a high tariff. Every effort to raise the tariff, however high, only 
serves to timulate production with free island imports from the 
Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, with which we can not 
compete. 

The result you are trying to bring about by a tariff will fail, 
because you can only save the domestic sugar industry by a direct 
bounty. That, it is estimated, can be secured by a bounty of 
about $30,000,000 annually, whereas the public is now paying over 
eight times that amount under the existing ta'riff law and with
out results. I have discussed the sugar situation in this country 
several times in the House since this bill has been under con
sideration and have placed facts before you that are sustained 
by the best tariff e:A-perts. So I do not care to take your time 
now with useless repetition. We have a situation with respect 
to our domestic sugar industry that is different from any other 
product or any other item in the bill. Keep in mind that we use 
annually 6,000,000 tons of sugar, or 12,000,000,000 pounds, and 
the average per capita consumption of 120,000,000 people is 
slightly over 100 pounds every -year. 
INCUEASING FREE SUGAB IMPORTS CAUSE DOMESTIC MILLS THEtR DISTRESS 

The Philippines have increased their production of sugar 140 
per cent within the last six years, and they have exported prac
tically all that sugar to the United States free of duty. In the 
last 10 years Philippine free sugar has increased 600 per cent. 
In the last. 20 years the increase in our domestic production of 
beet sugar has not been important, and in the last 6 years has re
mained stationary. To be exact, that increase has been about 2 
per cent. In six years the Louisiana cane-sugar production, due 
to cane disease, bas decreased from 260,000 tons in 1922 to 
145,000 tons in 1928, a loss of nearly one-half, and yet that cane 
sugar ties Louisiana to this entire tariff bill with fetters of steel. 
In the Philippines during the same period sugar-free imports to 
us have increased, as I have said, 140 per cent to 637,000 tons, or 
nearly 450 per cent more than the entire Louisiana crop. Re
member, Philippine cane sugar comes in free and is certain 
to displace our cane because of better climatic conditions. 
Porto Rico sugar imports have increased 80 per cent in the 
last six years and now reach over 620,000 tons. Hawaiian 
Islands cane-sugar imports in six years increased about 80 per 
cent and now reach 830,000 tons. While our beet-sugar pro
duction has remained stationary and Louisiana cane has lost 
nearly 50 per cent under existing high-tariff rates, our island 
possessions have more than doubled their free-sugar imports, 
all within six years. These free imports already reach double 
our combined beet sugar and Louisiana cane domestic sugar 
production. How can you expect States like Michigan, Min
nesota, Wisconsin, or any of the Northe1·n States, by a tariff, 
however high, to compete with free sugar from these islands? 
These islands are rapidly driving our own mins into bankruptcy. 
The cause is free-sugar impo'l.i:s and not tariff rates . 

The situation to-day is that after a half century or more we 
produce only one-sixth of the sugar we consume, and any higher 
tariff rates will raise the price to consumers on the entire 
12,000,000,000 pounds we use annually. Stated differently, our 
entire domestic sugar production in a half century has reached 
only a little over 1,000,000 tons out of the 6,000,000 tons we use 
annually. This ft·ee island sugar in recent years ha'S gained 
so rapidly it now furnishes over 2,000,000 tons and has doubled 
its imports in six years: Only a little over six years a·go the 
beet-sugar mills and cane mills in this country were producing 
about the same amount of sugar as the free island imports, but 
the production and imports from these islands has increased 
100 per cent, while the domestic production within that brief 
time has remained stationary. These islands are going t() drive 
out domestic sugar unless you put that business upon a bounty 
basis. No tariff will be of aid, but on the contrary it stimu
lates free island sugar importations that compels American con
sumers to pay under present tariff laws about $250,000,000 
annually, of which only one-sixth reaches domestic producers 
and two-sixths goes to the islands that send us free sugar. I 
will submit official tables that are unanswerable. 
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WHY THE TARIFF CAN NOT PROTECT AGAINST FREE IMPORTS 

Unless the sugar tariff increases the price to the consumer it is 
of no benefit to domestic mills. In other words, the intention 
and purpose of this tariff. increase is simply to put up the price 
of sugar, and this affects every consumer in the land. I submit 
that nowhere in the entire tariff bill will be found a tariff rate 
designed to protect an industry, not against foreign competition 
but to give increased dividends to stockholders, and where the 
consumer pays the bill, with no permanent benefit to the in
dustry, to labor, or the consumer. The proposition is uncon
scionable. 

A well-known economist made the statement several days ago 
that the estimated tariff cost of sugar to the people of the 
United States under existing law is about $250,000,000 annually. 
That is based on the increased cost of sugar to the consumer due 
to the tariff. If this amendment for a 2.20 rate is adopted 
over the present 1.76 rate it will mean an increase in our 
sugar bill of over $60,000,000. That amounts to $300,000,000 
annually in round numbers, and is a direct sales tax levied on 
the consumers of the country to aid a few weak sugar mills, 
because over one-half of our domestic sugar is produced by the 
Great Western Co., that makes a profit of over 40 per cent 
annually. 

How does this proposed $300,000,000 sugar-tariff cost annually 
affect your district and mine, because this is a simple economic 
proposition for us to consider. If this statistician is right in his 
estimates, $500,000 is about the amount the average district 
pays under existing tariff law to help a few weak sugar facto
ries. A 2.20 rate will increase the amount of sugar costs $100,-
000 more to the consumers of every one of these districts. You 
can figure it out for yourselves. That is about $600,000, due to 
the sugar tariff, on the average, for every congressional district. 
I advise any Member who votes for this high increased sugar 
tariff to remember he must answer to his constituents, every 
one of whom is a consumer. 

I talked with a gentleman the other day from the Philippines, 
who knows the situation, and he predicted free sugar from the 
islands alone would exceed our total domestic production within 
two or three years, and this does not include either Porto Rico 
or the Hawaiian Islands, that are in the same game. Here is my 
friend, the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. TIMBERLAKE, chair
man of the sugar schedule, sitting directly before me. He 
introduced a resolution to restrict Philippine sugar imports, 
and stated that the basis for· it was a verified report that 
American capitalists are going to put $20,000,000 in the Philip
pines upon the passage of this bill to increase their produc
tion of sugar, and will send it over here free of duty. He 
was right about it. If greater profits are assured by an in
creased tariff, I predict it will be a far greater investment than 
that amount. 

NO LIMIT TO FREE ISLAND PRODUCTION 

A gentleman from the Philippines said the other day that 
they can produce 5,000,000 tons of sugar in the Philippines 
within a very few years, and will be able to compete with the 
world because it comes in free, and they will do it just as rapidly 
as they can put in sugar mills. This proposed increase in tadff 
rates will stimulate their production. The Hawaiian Islands 
are doing the same thing now, and so is Porto Rico. I have 
been through the mills in Porto Rico, one at Guanica is among 
the largest in the wo-rld. I have been th.rough sugar mills in 
Louisiana, small weak mills, comparatively, and I know what 
they are doing down there, just as I ba ve visited sugar mills 
in the Philippines and in the Hawaiian Islands. The largest 
in the world, I believe, is on the Island of Maui! which I went 
through several years ago. 

It is the chief industry of all these islands, and they are able to 
dl·ive out our mills because they grow ratoon cane, crops that do 
not have to be reseeded every year. Their climate is uniform 
and ideal for sugarcane. We can not compete with their sugar 
or banana or pineapple production. 

I am interested in sugar as it affects both the consumers and 
sugar industry of our country to-day, and the consumer in my 
district is the one I am particularly interested in, for be bas to 
pay· the bills without any adequate return to the mills be would 
help maintain, but I want, also, to build up the industry in the 
only possible way that will maintain it, and that is by a direct 
bounty. It is the only system to reach the situation and afford 
any protection. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER], who 
is a student of this subject, has said the same thing to you in 
the House. I have talked with some of the best tariff experts in 
the United States, and they have said the same. Beet-sugar 
manufacturers have agreed with me as to the real remedy, but 
fear they can not get Congress to pass a sugar bounty law. 
Not one student of the subject have I met who has clainied that 
a tariff, however high, will be of permanent benefit because of 

·the islands that float our flag and ship their sugar to us free 
of duty. 

A 2-cent bounty, it bas been estimated, if conditioned 
against child labor, would enable the mills to meet competition, 
pay reasonable wages for beet-sugar field work, and give 
fair returns on the investment, enabling our mills to com
pete with Cuba and all the free-sugar islands. If any mill can 
not succeed with that aid it is in the position of a Wisconsin or 
Michigan banana raiser, and should change its business: Effi
cient mills in Colorado and other States can prosper at that 
figure, and it is estimated that $30,000,000, as stated, would pay 
the bounty annually. As we collect many times that amount 
from Cuba annually in sugar duties, we could afford to reduce 
the tariff duty to $1..23 per hundred duty, the rate found by the 
Tariff Commission to be a difference in cost of production. 
Cuban collections would then pay the domestic-sugar bounty 
with a wide margin for the Public Treasury. 

H _OW SUGAR AFFECTS THE FARMER 

Dr. Philip Wright, of the Institute of Economics, former ex
pert of the United States Tariff Commission, has stated that for 
every 5 farmers who will be benefited by an increased sugar 
tariff 995 farmers will be burdened by the increased rate. If so, 
it means that to benefit these 5 beet growers using l\Iex:ican 
labor, not only 995 other farmers will be burdened but four 
times that number of other families, all consumers, will aiso 
pay the bill. Not one acre in a thousand now cultivated goes to 
sugar beets, whereas 995 farmers' families will pay the in
creased sugar price to maintain the 5 families ..who raise sugar 
beets by employing Mexican women and children to do the work. 

RElET-SUGAR LABOR CONDITIONS 

I understood Chairman HAwLEY to say be was in favor of 
sugar with free salt and free pepper-! do not know that be 
used the word free, but that is what be could well have said. 
Free salt and free pepper we do not manufacture or grow no 
more than tea or coffee. Why should we hopelessly attempt, 
by a high tariff, to manufacture sugar in competition with free 
island sugar? Talk about labor and the kind of labor employed 
to grow sugar beets. You get that labor from Mexico. The 
House to-day was asked to protect silver from the cheap labor 
of Mexico, and yet the beet-sugar mills _ are bringing labor in 
from Mexico, for the Mexican women and children do most of the 
work in our sugar-beet fields. I have put page after page in 
the RECORD, statements from Federal and State official sour-ces, 
showing the kind of labor and bow it worked. Women and 
children, that is the kind of labor Congress is called upon to 
protect for the sugar-beet fields. 

In, Colorado there is one organization, the Great Western 
Sugar Co., that made an investment of $15,000,000 in sugar. 
It has taken out profits on that investment in 25 years of $156,· 
000,00()-.or 43 per cent annually. This one company has done 
it because of efficient management, location, soil, and cheap 
Mexican labor, with ,local markets. But what is the situation 
with my friends in Michigan, including my own district when• 
sugar mills fail to succeed? 

The free island ratoon sugar crop drives our mills out of 
business. Only by a direct bounty can the domestic beet sugar 
be maintained. The present annual tariff cost of $250,000,000 
on sugar, with the proposed 44 cents per hundred increase of 
$60,000,000, is ten times the cost of a bounty and is hopelessly 
ineffective. Later I shall submit some figures as to refiners' 
profits under existing law. · 

My friends, it is immaterial to me, personally, what is done 
here to-day, excepting a,s a Uember responsible for his vote, bnt 
I want to say that I voted against the keavy cement duty yester
day, against taking cement from the free list for that notorious 
monopoly. I do not believe the tax on cement can be justified 
and have so stated in prior speeches. I say to you the sugar 
proposition will reach the American people more quickly than 
any other item in this bi11, and it is one of the most indefensible. 
You can talk about a tariff on anything else, but increases in 
this bill on sugar, clothing, and shoes reach the people quicker 
than all else because a direct sales tax, and the worst of all 
items is sugar. Remember, ~fter 20 years' nursing we only 
produce one-sixth of what is consumed and the increased tariff 
price will be paid on all we consume. Are you going to raise 
the price to the consumer with full knowledge that it will do 
no permanent ~ood? I ask you not to do so. [Applause.] 

TARIFF BURDE~S AND BENEFITS 

Mr. Speaker, I discussed in the House on March 24 excessive 
and added costs placed upon agricultural and other consumers 
under the proposed tariff bill compared with benefits likely to 
accrue under the bill. Statements and tables presented at that 
time need not be J.:epeated. 
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I ha\e the honor to represent in part an agricultural State, a 

great dairy State, and also a large manufa~turing State .. Son;e 
industries of my State may be aided by tanff rates contame~ m 
the 1930 bill, but many increased burdens are laid on agncu,l
ture and on every other industry, as well as on all the States 
consumers, by a tariff bill which, in my judgment, must be 
fully and fairly considered when determining burdens or bene
fits to be recei•ed. 

Members of Congress represent more than those in their own 
State, for 120,000,000 consumers in the. United States are equap.y 
dependent upon our action here. It is not. m~ purpo~e to 
analyze the bill, but to point out several obJec~10nable 1tems 
that go to make up what has been alleged by tariff student~ to 
be a billion dollar annual increased burden to the American 
consumer. 

It has been loosely stated this is an administration bill. I do 
not believe the President would attempt to defend the bill as 
at present drawn, although he may not veto it. I predict he 
will not waste adjectives in its praise. 

I have already briefly discussed sugar because we are about 
to vote upon that schedule. I may refer to it later to disclose 
other factors that make our domestic sugar production hopeless 
if we attempt longer using the tariff oxygen treatment. The 
disease of free island sugar is the cause of financial illness for 
the domestic indu try, but I desire to present other features of 
the tariff bill that concern the House at this time. 

Members of the House were not permitted to vote on over a 
thousand schedules reported by the committee until either the 
House or Senate in. conference placed a stop-light rate below 
which the House can not go. Chairman HAWLEY and the com
mittee are among the very able men of the House. Without 
criticizin~ the committee or any action whereby any eight mem· 
bers of the majority party on that committee could thus deter
mine tariff dutie • let us see what has occurred when various 
blocs asserted their right to a vote on several items out of a 
thousand or more, many of which were equally important to 
those who pay the bills. 

WHEN THE HOUSE DID VOTE 

Five items have been returned to us by the conferees under 
an agreement to permit the House to vote. These were' silver, 
cement, lumber, shingles, and sugar. We have voted on four 
of these items and are about to vote on sugar. The motion for 
a tariff on silver was knocked out overwhelmingly by a viva voce 
vote. Next, cement was given the lowest Senate rate in prefer
ence to the House rate. If an original proposition, it would be 
returned to the free list. 

Next, lumber and shingles received separate votes and were 
both rejected by the House, and now, although the conferees 
have lowered the House committee rate from $2.40 per hun
dred pounds to $2.20, I predict the rate will be placed at $2, 
as it passed the Senate, and lower, if permitted by the parlia
mentary situation. 

Is it not significant that when action was permitted the House 
radically differed from the House committee? 

Scores of rates in the pending tariff bill are unpopular and 
believed to be unwarranted, from sugar to shoes and Portland 
cement to pig iron. They would be changed if the House did 
not tie its hands with the thongs of party regularity that can
not be remotely connected with the President's policy as ex
pressed in his message to Congress. 

I submit we have gone the limit in higher embargo rates in 
order to prevent any imports, thereby creating a domestic mo
nopoly that will not fail to improve the opportunity by increas
ing prices in every case. A protective tariff, but not a pro
hibitive tariff is helpful to the country. 

Again we have saddled heavy tariff rates to protect products 
that will never reach far beyond the stage of banana production, 
and among these items that have been cited by different speakers 
to the House are sugar, nuts, olive oil, and many others. This 
1Jill, more than any other in all tariff history, seeks to protect in
efficient, poorly ..financed, poorly located, and otherwise weak 
industries by tariff rates, with a result that in doing so it raises 
the price of commoditie , thereby giving to efficient industry 
unwar:ranted profits. Cutthroat competition or absorption of 
weaker institutions was never more keen and such matters 
will never be reached by tariff rates. 

An argument by favored industries is that this tariff bill be
comes an administration measure only after their inclusion in 
the bill at increased rates, irrespective of other provisions. 
Many Members on both sides of the aisle oppose the bill until 
some home industry is satisfied with its tariff rates, then the bill 
recei\es their support. Let me again express my appreciation 
for generous consideration extended by the distinguished chair
man and members of the Ways and Means Committee. I highly 
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re pect them, one and all, but in this discussion am presenting 
results and tariff methods that, to my mind, are far removed 
from the legitimate purpose of a protective tariff. 

A BIPARTISAN TARIFF BILL 

Welcoming with open arms our Democratic friends from 
Louisiana and Florida, who now support the bill from A to Z 
after its heavy boost in sugar rates, cement, and citrus fruits, 
the test of party regularity seemingly depends on acquiring in
creased tariff rates for local industries. Every Member soon 
learns that with sugar blocs, raw and refined; cement blocs, 
lumber and other blocs, any test of party regularity rests with 
the inclusion or exclusion of those items in the bill by the 
committee. 

Let me say further that a man's political belief is no more 
connected with the pending tariff bill than is the hundred mil
lion dollar omnibus waterway pork barrel ·just passed by the 
House connected with the Federal Constitution. In both meas
ures the bad may predominate over the good, and such legisla
tion is not even distantly related to Lincoln's belief in a govern
ment of, by, and for the people when the rights of consumers 
are forgotten. 

These bipartisan bills have ceased to retain any political or 
economic character when they represent combinations of sec
tions and industries that are controlled by the greatest bloc of 
votes. I speak of this in an impersonal way, because both 
measures have become a congressional habit for which no indi
vidual or party is alone responsible. 

Loyalty to congressional action, not always reciprocated, may 
bring President Hoover's signature without personal approval 
for a tariff bill so far removed from his expressed desires be
cause of its raised items and manner of preparation. In a mod
est offer of services I sought to aid his election, as is known by 
Leader TILsoN, but in over 20 years' public service, let me say, 
not one dollar for political support has ever been asked for or 
received by me from any company or organization, political or 
otherwise. My political views are not to be tested by this 
tariff bill. 

Right to independent judgment is now and ever has been 
claimed, particularly on a subject solely economic and non
political. Let us briefly examine the bill as now reported and 
the circumstances that brought it forth. 

EMBARGO TARIFF RATES PROHIBIT IMPORTS 

When the 1922 Fordney bill was reported, I actively protested 
in the House against what then amounted to an embargo pro
po8al on chemical rates. Members of Congress may remember 
the contest. The House then defeated any embargo. This pend
ing bill embraces embargos on numerous items, on none of 
which separate votes were permitted in the House. 

Embargo rates on items throughout the bill can be cited, none 
of which, as stated, were submitted to the House. Any proposed 
amendments at this late day compel acceptance of rates between 
and within limits now governing conferees and give no relief 
from rates that would never have been adopted if first submitted 
to the House. Among these I cite votes yesterday and to-day as 
indicating the judgment of the House. 

PreE:ident Hoover called Congress together in special session 
last year primarily to aid agriculture. _ His message so stated. 
Two measures were proposed, one a Federal Farm Board to aid 
cooperatives and the other limited proposed tariff increases to 
protect agricultural products. 

Ji'ARM RELIEF 

The Farm Board bill was passed without delay, but the lim
ited tariff bill designed to aid agriculture has traveled the entire 
field of 16 tariff schedules for over a year, and now appears 
with over 1,000 changes from existing law reported by House and 
Senate committees, of which possibly not over 10 to 15 per cent 
relate to agric"ulture. Some of these latter rates, like a 42-cent 
duty per bushel on wheat, are ineffective and examples of tariff 
absurdity, because wheat tariff rates give no benefit to the 
American producer, whereas the House duty of $2.40 per hun
dred on Cuban sugar, or nearly 100 per cent increase over rates 
recently found by a majority of the Tariff Commission to repre
sent the difference in cost of pr<><luction, if adopted, is a direct 
sales-tax burden placed on every consumer, including every 
farmer. 

Of all objectionable governmental taxes, a sales tax on the 
necessities of life is the worst. Congress has ever refused to 
adopt a sales tax in time of peace, and yet a high tariff on 
sugar contained in this bill is a direct sales tax on an important 
necessity, because we import between 80 and 85 per cent of all 
the sugar we use. The only purpose of a high tariff on sugar 
is not to shut out fo"reign competition, but to raise the price of 
sugar. By that means alone can the domestic beet-sugar in-
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dustry receive aid and make a greater profit. It is not dis
tantly related to the usual argument of protection of infant 
industries against foreign imports. A sugar tariff is a farm 
burden far distant from farm relief. 

Like an 8 cent per hundred or 32 cents per barrel duty in the 
House bill on cement, which has been taken from the free list, 
the cement and sugar burdens become immediately laid upon 
distressed agricultural consumers who were promised aid 
through tariff relief. 

DOES AGRICULTURE GAIN OR LOSE BY THE BILL? 

Experts will find it hard to explain how a correct balance 
sheet will disclose any real aid to agriculture, compared with 
incre-a eel cost burdens that affect every farmer and all other 
con umers in the land. 

No complaint need be lodged against committees. The bill 
was prepared in the usual manner ; and Congress, not the com
mittees, is responsible for the method pursued that differs little 
from river and harbor omnibus procedure with similar results. 

Farmers' families in the country include around 25,000,000 
men, women, and children dependent on agriculture. It is a 
matter of conce1·n requiring explanation when we learn that 
prices of grain here are below the prices in Canada and Liverpool 
and below pre-war prices, and that a 42-cent wheat tariff in 
this bill is without value unless aided by the debenture amend
ment, the only direct relief proposed, that is destined to de
feat. I will discuss the debenture later. It would have given 
relief to grain farmers. 

Few products of the farm have advanced in price compared 
with other industries, so that in this debate it has been asserted 
economists find a farmer's dollar will only be worth 82 cents 
compared with other industries. For sake of a1·gument, if the 
farmer's dollar will only buy about 80 per cent of what it 
would under normal conditions, what is he to receive by way 
of return when this House bill proposes an increase of about 36 
per cent in the sugar tariff; of 20 per cent increa e in the tariff 
cost of shoes ; of around 40 per cent increase in the cost of 
innumerable sundries running from gloves to low-priced jewelry, 
that members of the family may buy; of general increased costs 
in clothing and bats? Increase in cement is to be found in taxes 
for road construction, which it has been stated in debate will 
reach an increase of $1,000 per mile. Frankly, in a bill 
drafted to aid agriculture I am wondering what we have to 
offer for immediate relief to our greatest industry when there 
is quoted to the farmer increases in costs of his machinery, not 
claimed to be due to this bill but to be paid for by depressed 
and unorganized agriculture, among which I note the following 
offered uy Mr. GREENWOOD in this discussion: 

Implements 1914 1928 

! 

Hand corn sheller ______ ---------------------------------------- $8.00 $17.50 
Walking cultivator-----------------.----------------------- ___ _ 18.00 38.00 
Riding cultivator ___ ------------------------------------------- 25.00 62.00 1-row lister_. ______________________________ . ___________________ _ 36.00 89.50 

40.00 75.00 
18.00 41.00 

Sulky plow ___ ------------------ ___ ----·-----------------------3-section barrow ____ ------ ______ ..... _____________ . _____ .. _____ _ 
Corn planter _____ . _____________________ ._. _______ .. ___ .-------- 50.00 83.50 
Mowing machine._.------------------------------------------- 45.00 95.00 Self-dump hayrake _______________ . ___ . _______ . _. _____ . _ .. _____ _ 28.00 55.00 
Wagon box __________ . ______ .. __________ . ___ ._ ... _ .. _. ____ ------ 16.00 36.00 
Farm wagon .• _ .. __ . __ . ___ . _____ ._ ... __ . ______ . ___ . ________ ._._ 85.00 . 150.00 
Grain drill_. ___ . ________ .. _________ . ___ ... _________ ----·------_ 85.00 165.00 
2-row stalk cutter._----------·····----------------------------- 45.00 110.00 Grain binder ____________ . _______________________ .. _____ . ______ . 150.00 225.00 
2-row corn disks. ___ . ___ . __ . _______ . ___________ . __ . _______ ---- __ 38.00 95.00 

14.00 28.00 
46.00 75.00 

Walking plow, 14-incb •. _ ----- ___________ . ---------- ___ ----- __ _ 
.Harness, per set. ___ . _______ . ____________ . ---------- ________ . __ _ 

It hns been st!!ted that hoes, rakes, and forks have been 
given a 30 per cent duty fo_r the first time, under this bill. 
The factory but not the farmer is thus protected. 

GRAY-HEADED TARIFF INFANTS 

Tariff bills were originally designed to protect infant indus
tries, not to prohibit imports by embargo rates. In olden days 
our Democratic friends charged Republicans with taxing the 
consumer from the cradle to the grave under the guise of pro-
tection to infant industry. · · 

With this 1930 bill our Democratic friends from Louisiana, 
Florida, Texas, Massachusetts, New York, and elsewhere aTe 
found among its bipartisan supporters on many items, although 
I belieYe it can be shown this bill gives unlimited protection to 
some monopolies that have grown hoary headed by long nursing 
with high-tariff rates. 

As ta ted, no party cleavage issue exists over this tariff bill, 
for it represents a general scramble by powerful industries from 
many States to get out of the tariff grab bag all that these local 
constituents demand without regard to the old Mason and Dixon 
line. 

ll'.'EFFICIENCY TO BE CURED BY TARIFF RATES 

This pressure I believe the House and Senate committees have 
tried to withstand, but lobbyists and propagandists have deluged 
Congress with demands that ignore the interests of consumers 
or of efficiently conducted industries. Poorly located factories 
have joined hands with mills whose financial records often 
disclose stock split-ups and improvident financing, all seeking 
a tariff embargo to cure their own poor business judgment or 
mismanagement. To save these industrial failuTes we are now 
asked to erect embargo tariff barriers that may enable them to 
prosper but at the same time permit the great mass of effi
ciently conducted producers to maintain a monopoly with 
unconscionable increased profits extorted from the vast army 
of consumers. 

By refusing to permit amendments in the House the commit
tee was subjected to this tremendous outside pressure by spe
cial interests. The report of a majority of 15 committee 
members then became the decision of the House. Log rolling 
may produce an irresistible force, but even that course is 
better than to refuse the House permission to vote until after 
a committee rate binds the conferees and the House to accept 
increased rates. 

THE PUNY PIG-IRON WAIF 

Let me offer two or three illustrations taken from the bill 
of tariff results thus obtained. Pig iron enters into every 
avenue of the steel industry and closely affects the necessities 
of life. Who can explain to the farmers of my State and other 
States in financial distress why on April 8 Senate conferees 
surrendered the Senate rate on pig iron to accept an increased 
duty of 50 per cent, the House committee rate on which the 
House had never been allowed to vote? 

By a coincidence the press announced on the same day, 
April 8, that a consolidation of Bethlehem Steel and other com
panies has taken place so that another billion-dollar steel 
mendicant is among those urging tariff protection, while Presi
dent Grace's modest salary of $1,000,000 annuaHy can now be 
diTectly or indirectly increased to double that amount by his 
company. 

On the same day, April 8, by a coincidence, the Republic 
Steel merger of $335,000,000 offered larger profits to its stock
holders by a new issue of $60,000,000 of stock, while from the 
financial pages we find United States Steel common stock, 
originally a creation of water, reached $198 per share on its 
8,500,000 shares and split-ups, the highest point in its history, 
although farm-machinery prices to the farmer are more than 
100 per cent over pre-war prices, with grain prices in 1929 and 
1930 the lowest recorded in many years. This is an example of 
cause and effect in a bill to help agriculture. 

NO DANGER l!'ROM IRON OR STEEL Il\IPORTS 

A protective tariff to protect American labor has been ad
vanced as an argument to justify this pig-iron tariff increase, 
but quoting from page 18 of the United States Department of 
Commerce, census 1927, on iron and steel, the country is advised 
that while Pennsylvania, the greatest iron and steel State, pro
duced $244,501,253 in these products in 1927, the latest census 
statistics available, tllat wages amounted to only $14,018,331 
in that year, or for every $1 in iron and steel products 5.6 cents 
were paid in wages. To be fair in the discus ion, " salaries " 
aggregated nearly $2,500,000 in 1927 were also reported, but 
again referring to President Grace's modest salary alleged to be 
$1,000,000 annually, it is apparent that those who fix their own 
salaries should not be permitted to charge that item to wages 
paid workmen who receive less than $6 on every hundred dol
lars of iron and steel they produce. 

Returning to iron and steel companies that have raised 
$200,000,000 in watered stock to $198 per share and that speak of 
$1,000,000 steel salaries and billion dollar steel combinations 
with the same ease with which they ask Congress for a 50 per 
cent raise on pig-iron tariff against less than 1 per cent of 
imports. 

No connection is claimed in these coincidences beyond saying 
that giant industrial combinations ·will reap· profits from the 
$1.12 per ton tariff rate on pig iron, placed there by this bill to 
help a few small, weak companies always leading in such 
demands. 

It is significant that the Tariff Commission reports American 
pig-iron mills produce 45 per cent of the entire world's output 
of pig iron, and yet comparatively slight imports have created 
this outcry for a pig-iron embargo. 

In 1927, the latest full reports at hand, our mills produced 
35,858,233 long tons of pig iron, or about 40 per cent increased 
output in less than a decade--80 per cent of which is used in 
steel making. Total pig-iron imports that same year from· all 
countries of the world reached 111,333 tons, or only one-third 
of 1 per cent of the total supply. To save these great steel 
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concerns from threatened disaster ( ?) due to this shadow of 
three-tenths of 1 per cent imports, the companies may now 
add 50 per cent to the cost of their pig-iron products over the 
Fordney tariff rates, whether manufactured for their own use 
or for public sale. All foreign shipments are now to be barred 
by a $1.12 per ton embargo rate. 

Imports of pig iron when .compared to that offered here for 
sale in open market were less than 2 per cent, or practically an 
.embargo also in that limited field. If this bill becomes law, no 
sane man will question that pig iron has been rightly named. 

ANOTHER PONY COMBINE WAIF 

United States Steel alone owns or controls 20 per cent of the 
American cement monopoly, according to common report. Ce
ment is used in every permanent road that now gridirons all the 
States and adds to the heavy taxes of the average farmer, who 
furnished these roads to the public. 

Meeting competition of the world and free imports without 
duty under existing law the cement industry ill this country had 
built up by 1929 a production of 170,198,000 barrels, an increased 
output of over 100 per cent in the last 10 years. Few businesses 
can show that result. Last year only 1,720,273 barrels of cement 
were imported, or 1 per cent of domestic production. 

The cement monopoly that controls the market and charges 
Federal, State, and municipal governments and every other con
·sumer a fixed price has now brought sufficient pressure on Con
gress to remove cement from the free list and fix an embargo 
rate in the House of 32 cents a barrel and in the Senate of 24 
cents per bru:rel on cement import s, imports that only amount 
to 1 per cent of domestic production. 

The Cement Trust, owned in part by United States Steel, now 
extorts a uniform price from all consumers and under House 
rates may increase its cost on domestic products practically 24 
cents more per barrel, the lowest rate the House could vote, 
and did vote yesterday, on the entire one hundred and sevenn; 
million and odd barrels, thereby increasing the cost of con
'Struction anil taxes to the already heavily burdened farmers, 
who pays road taxes, and to consumers generally, because of a 
practical cement embargo rate fixed by this tariff bill. With no 
imports the sky is the limit to prices that may be charged. 

The Senate Blease amendment offered to soften the blow was 
stricken out by the House through the aid of Democratic Mem

, bers from Louisiana to New York as desired by the cement 
interests in those States. 

It proposed to save municipalities from the cement holdup 
!Jut cement champions have said municipalities should pay as 
much as any other contractor and they controlled the sitgation 
when the vote to strike out occurred. 

HOOSE WAS "EVE R PERMITTED TO VOTE ON CE~1E.NT 

It should be remembered the House bas never had oppor
tunity to prevent this cement rate or any other rate by amend
ment or otherwise, and permi~sion to vote on a limitation of 
either 32 cents or 24 cents per barrel now contained in the bill 
is legislati>e mockery when the real issue is 32 cents or 24 cents 
per barrel against free cement imports. 

I bave quoted in prior speeches where cement concerns like the 
North American, Penn Dixie, and others, th1·ough stock split-ups 
or clever 100 per cent watered financing have made large profits 
under existing law with no tariff protection, but due to split-ups 
have apparently shown small profits, so that it is evident the 
cement issue presented is not one of protection to American 
industry but of extortionate profits to be collected by the cement 
monopoly from American consumers to aid a few mills located 
11ear the seaboard. 

No monopoly is more closely formed for price fixing than the 
Cement Trust that never varies its price but levies its tax on 
every farmer in the land who contributes to public-highway 
building and who builds a sidewalk or- barn floor. In the Senate 
it was stated this cement tariff would place an additional bur
den of $53,000,000 annually upon the American people. So said 
Senator Mcl\IASTER, a leading Republican. Any supposed ex
emption for public improvements, if it had been carried, would 
be prevented from enforcement by a trust that is far above 
G-overnment and court regulations. It has successfully prevented 
the House and Senate from voting cement back on the free list. 
That discloses its powerful influence and is an outstanding item 
in the tariff bill. 

Many heavy increases in the conferees bill over existing law 
are reported, reaching from 60 per cent to 80 per cent on surgical 
and dental instruments and like rates on hats, gloves and other 
items, are designed to prevent any imports through embargo 
tariff rates placed in the bill. 

Embargoes are a standard of measurement when the sun
dries schedule on everything from dolls to fishing tackle and 
aggregating $312,000JOOO in all sundries imported in 1928 finds 
an average increase in House rates contained in the bill Qf 

about 40 per cent over high protective rates in the 1922 Ford
ney bill. Consumers must pay increased prices on the items so 
raised and agreed upon by the conferees, although none of 
these rates were ever submitted to the House for its con
sideration. 

THE SUGAR BABY STILL IN ARMS 

The vote about to be had on the sugru: schedule has been 
briefly discussed. Before the bill was reported by the com
mittee, proposals then urged by the sugar lobby were repeatedly 
discussed by me in the House. These arguments will not be 
repeated, but at the risk of reiteration I am giving a brief sum
mary of the sugar situation. 

Tqe American public of more than 120,000,000 consumes 
about 12,000,000,000 pounds of sugar yearly or an average of 
slightly more than 100 pounds per capita. Under existing law 
it has been estimated these sugar consumers pay $250,000,000 
extra cost because of the present tariff on sugar. One-half of 
our sugar which is dutiable comes from Cuba ; one-third that is 
free of duty comes from the Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto 
Rico, and the balance of about one-sixth is from the beet sugar 
mills of this country. Consumers now pay $250,000,000 extra 
costs to " protect" mills that producG only about one-sixth of 
our sugar. This I have heretofore alluded to. 

An insignificant, varying amount of sugar, about 2 per cent of 
all we use, comes from Louisiana cane. For many years under 
overly generous tariff aid, reaching about 40 per cent, the beet
sugar interests have remained practically stationary in produc
tion, and we are still compelled to import annually for our use 
:five-sixths or 10,000,000,000 pounds of sugar, 4,000,000,000 pounds 
of which now comes from the Philippines, Hawaii, and Porto 
Rico, all free island imports. Where our flag controls island 
governments they enjoy the same privileges as States without 
reference to State lines. 

Free imports doubled within the last six years from 1922-23 
to 1928-29. As shown in prior speeches, free island imports 
have increased in 6 years in round numbers from 2,000,000,000 
pounds to 4,000,000,000 pounds, or to practically double the total 
amount of our domestic beet-sugar production. To aid one
sixth of our sugar output by a tariff rate we are compelled to 
give added profits to all the free island sugar mills that will 
thus increase their present large profits and stimulate their 
production. 

. At past rate of increase these free island sugar imports, as 
disclosetl, will drive o-qt our domestic beet-sugar interests within 
one or two decades, and any increased tariff rate will then 
benefit them alone. 

HERE IS THE COST OF FEEDING OUR GLUTTONOUS SUGAR INFANT 

As stated, Cuba furnishes one-half of our sugar. This we 
must buy for our own needs, and any tariff rate to aid beet 
sugar and used to increase the price of sugar is not against 
Cuban sugar alone, for the American consumer will pay an 
increased price on the entire 12,000,000,000 pounds consumed, in 
addition to the $250,000,000 extra sugar cost he now pays under 
existing sugar tariff laws. 

If the 36 per cent, or even 25 per cent, sugar tariff increase 
should be finally adopted and become equally effective, sugar 
duties must jump approximately $60,000,000 to $100,000,000 more 
in order temporarily to aid mills producing only one-sixth of 
the sugar we consume. We place this burden on the consumers' 
sugar bowl with full knowledge that one-half of our domestic 
production, furnished by the Great Western Co., already reaps 
profits of over 43 per cent annually under existing tariff rates. 
That is a balance sheet of sugar extortion gone mad. 

During President Coolidge's administration, tariff rates on 
Cuban sugar were recommended at $1.23 per hundred pounds by 
a majority of the Tariff Commission as a just rate. This $1.23 
rate by the present House bill has been increased practically 100 
per cent, or to $2.40 per hundred pounds~ if the House bill rate is 
accepted. The increase is also about 36 per cent over $1.76 per 
hundred, the present tariff rate. Such increase, or even a pro
posal of a $2.20 rate suggested by the motion~ will stimulate 
our free island imports that increased 100 per cent during the 
past six years and that now reach double the production of our 
domestic mills. This tariff boost unquestionably hastens the 
end by stimulating free imports. · 

A PRlZE $156,000,000 FAT SUGAR BABY 

Leaving sugar to write its own future history, we have a 
chapter of present extortionate sugar profits to consider. Under 
present tariff rates, previously small free island imports and 
Mexican women and child labor, the Great Western Sugar Co, 
has become a producer of practically one-half of all beet sugar 
manufactured in this country, or 1,000,000,000 in round num
bers. of the 2,00(},000,000 pounds of heet ·sugar we produce. 

By disgraceful conditions surrounding women and child Mexi· 
can labor, according to Government and State labor reports, 
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aided by favorable climatic and soil advantages this company 
report profits and assets of $156,000,000 taken from American 
consumers from an original investment of $15,000,000 during 24 
years of production, or over 43 per cent profit annually on the 
original investment. Exact figures properly tabulated have been 
r epeatedly quoted, and appear in my speech of March 24. I re
peat only enough to make clear these enormous profits that are 
to be increased under the pending bill for a company that pro
duces one-half of all our domestic sugar : 

EXTORTIONAT E PROFITS AND \ILE LABOR CONDITIONS 

Mr. Spf'aker, in support of my statement regarding the sugar schedule, 
otrer a det ailed statement of e>..-t ortionate profits made by the Great 

Western Sugar Co. under existing tariff rates. • 
Attention is also invited to labor conditions in this same company's 

contracts with Mexican beet gr owers. I submit they will be found no
where worse in the entire country. And this company asks 36 per 
cent increase in tariff rates, with proportionately increased profits, under 
the House bill. 

A study of the financial operations of the Great Western Sugar Co. 
reveals an amazing story of profits and dividends of a company pro
tected by an unduly high taritr. 

When the company was organized in .January, 1905, its authorized 
capital stock consisted of $30,000,000, composed of $15,000,000 of 7 per 
cent preferred stock and $15,000,000 common stock of a par value of 
$100 per share. 

Of t he preferred stock, $13,630,000 was sold at the time the company 
was formed in 1905 ; the balance, $1,370,000, was not sold until .July, 
1922. The company bas never failed to pay 7 per cent per annum regu
larly on the preferred stock since its initial dividend in 1905. 

No common stock was sold. One hundred and five thousand four 
hundt·ed .and forty shares were issued as a bonus to purchasers of pre
ferred stock at time of organization. In December, 1916, the outstanding 
common stock was increased from 105,440 shares to 150,000 shares by 
a stock dividend of 42 per cent. In October, 1922, the par value of the 
common stock was reduced from $100 to $25 per share, and the stock 
split up on the basis of four new shares for one of the old. In .July, 1927, 
the $25 par value of the stock was changed to no-par-value stock and 
again split up on the basis of three shares for one. In other words, the 
original bolder of one share (bonus) common stock would have 1.42 
shares in December, 1916, 5~s shares in October, 1922, and 17 shares 
in July, 1927. At around to-day's price ($40, May 7, 1929) the market 
value of these 17 shares amounts to $680. 
'l'otal dividends paid per share _______ _____________________ .: $577. 10 

The above dividends are exclusive of the 7 per cent that was paid 
regularly on the prefer~ed stock. 
In the period of 24 years since the company was formed it 

has paid out on its preferred stock a regular ,annual 
dividend of 7 per cent, or a total of-------~---------- $23, 521, 750 

I n the same period it bas paid out to the holders of its 
common stock (who received tbis stock as a bonus and 
paid notbing for it) dividends oL-------- ------------ 60, 850, 660 

Or total dividends oL __________ _______ _.________ 84, 372, 410 
The original 103,440 shares common stock, which were 

given as a bonus to preferred-stock holders, have been 
converted into 1,800,000 shares by stock dividends and 
"split ups." This new stock bas a market value of $40 
per share {May 7, 1929), or a total value of___________ 72,000,000 

Makin_g a total profit {on an investment of $15,-000,000) of _____________ ___________ __________ 156,372,410 

Or approximately $1,042.48 for each $100 invested, equivalent to an 
average yearly return and appreciation of $43.43 for each $100 invested 
for the past 24 years since the company was started. 

Under the conference rates in the pending bill an increased 
tariff will occur, even if the $2 rate is voted. From that fact I 
ask how any Member acquainted with the facts can justify such 
increase in sugar tariff rates and Great Western profits? 

I am informed the 1929 profits of the Great Western Co. will 
reach more than in past years, and with the proposed tariff 
increase, conservatively stated, these profits may reach 50 per 
cent annually on the original investment. This statement is so 
illuminating that every farmer and every other sugar consumer 
in the land should have hung on the kitchen wall, surrounded 
by a guilt frame, the motto, " God bless Congress for raising 
the sugar tariff so that the .Great Western Sugar Co. may still 
live." It might be hung next a picture of boots and shoes taken 
by this bill from the free list and given a tariff rate of from 
20 per cent in order to aid the farmer and his family who are 
alleged to recoup through a duty on hides. That, again, is a 
heavy sales tax enforced through the medium of the tariff. 

Heretofore I have given many pages in the Record of testi
mony from official reports of miserable labor conditions in the 
Great Western Co.'s beet fields, as well as of labor conditions 
in beet fields generally of our domestic mills. They will not 
be here repeated. 

HERE IS THE SUGAR TARIFF HOLDUP IN A NUTSHELL 

This bill increases the consumer's sugar burden 36 per cent. 
One company that furnishes half of all our domestic sugar has 
extorted 43 per cent annually in sugar profits paid by con
sumers for 24 years. The sugar industry is largely maintained 
by poorly paid Mexican women, children, and convict labor, and 
does not protect American labor. The profits are only for 
stockholders. 

The futility of trying to " protect" this industry by a tariff 
is demonstrated by the Tariff Commission (Tariff Information, 
1930, p. 273.) It discloses the rapid substitution of free island 
sugar imports for the domestic industry. 
Sugar u·e use and source of supply-Furnished by percentage used dut·ing 

1919, 1928, ana 19/MJ 

1919 1928 1929 

Per ct. Per ct. Per ct. 
Cuba ____ ----------------------------------- 50.82 47.05 51.88 Dutiable. 

Loss 33 per 
cent. 

United States _______ -------------------- ---- 26.07 20.82 17.47 

~~~~~~-~~~~~-~i~-~~~= ======= == ==== == = = 
19. 91 23. 01 20. 40 Duty free. 

Duty free; 
gain600per 
cent. 

1. 78 8. 59 10. 40 

TotaL ___ ---- __ -----------------------

In 10 years domestic sugar production lost 33 per cent and 
lost over 8¥2 per cent of our total supply because of lower cost 
production of sugar in the Philippines,. Hawaii, and Porto Rico. 

In 10 years Philippine sugar production gained 600 per cent 
and gained nearly 9 per cent of our total supply. 

Other sources remained practically stationary. 
The heavy tariff is to protect an industry that lost 33 per 

cent in 10 years and that now furnishes only 17¥2 per cent of 
our total supply. .A. Philippine gain of 600 per cent and free 
island imports gives the reason. 

The higher the· tariff the greater the stimulation for all free 
island imports. 

Who does this $250,000,000 plus $100,000,000 sugar cost hit 
hardest? 

From the Tariff Commission's Thl.Tteenth Annual Report, 
1929, page 131, I quote: 

Sugar users in the United States 

Household ____ --------------------- ______ -------- __ Bakery products ________ : _______________ .:-__ _. _____ _ 
Beverages _________________ ------- ________________ _ 
Candy ___ -----------------------------------------
Miscellaneous ___ -------------- __ ---------------- --

Tons 

4, 136,673 
654,206 
340,187 
512,897 
578,841 

6, 222,8041 

Percent- Pounds 
age used per capita 

66.5 
10.5 
5.5 
8.2 
9.3 

100.0 

68.87 
10.84 

5. 70 
8. 50 
9. 73 

103.64 

Two-thirds of all sugar consumed is by the household through 
the family sugar bowl. Ninety per cent consumed is covered by 
the first four items that affect every consumer. 

Who can defend the tariff rate increase in this bill on sugar 
as disclosed by the above reports? I am making a brief refer
ence later to the refiners' plea for their share of plunder from 
the consumers' sugar bowL 

The sugar tariff is not to protect American labor, for little 
American labor is employed. The tariff increase will fatten 
profits of those who have more than doubled their original in
vestment every three rears by child and women labor. It is not 
a tariff to protect labor or industry but by higher sugar prices 
to give a short breathing spell to weak factories that were im
providently prganized and are now subject to the destroying 
competition of free island imports. 

INDUSTRIES THAT DEMAN::> A CHINESE WALL 

Among hundreds of rates increased, some to embargo propor
tions, I have named several that seemed among the most im
portant. 1\fetals, including aluminum and an endless variety of 
cooking utensils, earthenware, chemicals, glass, sugar, cotton 
and woolen clothing, hats, boots and shoes, and a fairly long 
list from different schedules furnish additional examples. 

Embargo tariff rates are based on a new tariff theory, that a 
Chinese wall is the only means of protection. 

Oils that would have laid a heavy tax burden upon American 
consumers received a defeat by the close vote of 37 to 36 in the 
Senate, but this vote was against the embargo tariff theory that 
would give the field exclusively to domestic concerns. .A. strong 
oil bloc was not as strong as the sugar bloc in this attempt to 
control oil rates. That shows the power of Standard Oil and 
other holde1·s of foreign oil fields when Greek meets Greek. 
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No expert can accurately compute the additional cost under cents wheat tariff would become effective in the home market 

this bill that will be exacted by profitably conducted industries and the American consumer would pay the full difference in 
from the vast army of consumers. It has been loosely estimated cost of grain production as fixed by the tariff. 
at a billion dollar increase annually. No one knows how much, The United· States Tariff Commission has estimated total pos
but everybody understands these increased tariff rates will sible debenture payments on wheat, flour, cotton, corn, hogs, and 
reach hundreds of millions of dollars annually increased prices 50 other items at around $135,000,000 annually, or less than cus
in the aggregate and about one-quarter of this increase based toms receipts on sugar. That is the outside figure. An experi
on population will be paid by farmers, with an equal or greater ment to aid several million farmers is held by some students of 
proportion by wage earners ·in the mills, mines, and railways the subject to be uneconomic and who yet approve an extor
that always help foot the bills. Embargo tariff rates bring tionate sugar duty or cement duty or pig-iron duty to aid a few 
retaliation and restricted market,s for agricultural products. In- scattering mills. That seems to be the situation presented, but 
creased rates on what the farmer buys far outweighs the not in the interest of agriculture. 
products he sells. No system can be devised for determining in advance the 

Let me say that I fully appreciate the efforts of the committee exact crop to be grown, climatic conditions, or exact exports or 
and conferees to obtain a reasonably satisfactory tariff bill. imports of wheat needed for the home or world market. Those 
Few people realize the diffiCJJltY of constructing a bill that will who have closely organized industries able to maintain their 
approach that result, but I find so many causes for complaint home-market price are opposed to any Government intervention 
by the average constituent that in its present form the bill in behalf of agriculture, but until a better or more just plan can 
challenges unanswerable criticism. Not casual criticism easily be devised for maintaining a semblance of protection, why not 
answered, but complaints that I fear will grow when the bill is give the grain producer at least one-half of the protective-tariff 
put into operation, if it becomes law. / rate under the debenture plan. If unworkable as contended, 

As stated at the outset, some benefits may accrue to certain then those urging its adoption will have to present a different 
industrial interests under the bill, but it is a brave or reckless plan to relieve the wheat farmer and others producing a sur
roan who will predict agriculture or business generally will be plus who, although compelled to pay protective-tariff prices 
any gainer through its provisions. for all they consume, are themselves bereft of protection. 

HOW AN EMBARGO TARIFF BILL WORKS ABROAD 
We can not live by ourselves alone. If we build an embargo 

tariff wall around our country, other nations will retaliate. No 
country is more dependent upon neighboring countries for the 
repayment of enormous international debts than our own. 
Eleven billion dollars war indebtedness due the ·united States 
may mean prosperity, or if unpaid by Emopean countries busi
ness distress in the near future, to be bridged over by sacrifices 
that eventually r est heaviest on those least able to stand the 
burden. 

England, .Australia, France, Germany, Belgium, Switzerland, 
Canada, and a score of other governments are watching this 
effort of a great nation to pass a prohibitive importation bill. 
Their press is alert to the situation that affects them under this 
bill. They will greet us so far as prB,cticable by a retaliatory 
prohibitive export situation, both by legislation to raise like 
tariff bars against us and also by beating us at our own game 
by employing American capital to furnish their people with 
like goods through local production in those countries with 
modern machinery, using their own cheap labor. They are 
doing so now through Ford and other industrialists in various 
parts of Europe and South America. 

The wheels of commerce must turn fairly, for governments 
that have no money to pay can only offer trade to meet their 
debts. If no trade, then no payments. Can we doubt that 
result is invited by this tariff embargo bill, and if so can we 
afford to destroy foreign markets that have been secured by 
large expenditures and infinite labor in order to furnish an 
outlet for our own efficiently managed industries? 

Our foreign exports increased over 100 per cent from 1913 to 
1929, and last year reached $5,241,000.000. However, our excess 
of exports decreased about $200.000,000 from 1928 to 1929. With 
the passage of this bill we may look for a greater reduction af 
foreign" trade that will affect every avenue of domestic business. 
That is the logical result of any embargo tariff law intended 
to prohibit imports. Reduced exports will mean more idle 
labor for us. This bill carries that threat. 

It is unnecessary to dwell on this phase of the case. Personal 
interests m~y sway Members to " protect " to the limit their 
industrial constituent back home, however weak the case, but 
aside from consumers' rights more than ever before this bill, I 
believe, will strain commercial relations with other countries 
and bring retaliation through loss of markets which will more 
than off et its supposed advantages. 

A SELFISH LEGISLATIVE FOOTBALL 
Briefly I have sought to present in a dispassionate way a 

few objectionable features of the pending bill. It confers special 
favors on a limited number of industries, many of which are
prosperous under existing law. This aid generally is paid for 
by every consumer. A bipartisan tariff bill is supported in its 
entirety by many Democrats when a higher tariff is promised 
to the few sugarcane mills of Louisiana and fruit growers of 
Florida, for a support not based on the general effect of the bill 
but depending on inclusion of their particular items. 

So much for its political character. Will any reputable au
thority claim it meets with the President's call to aid agricul
ture, when it compels agriculture to pay far more than is 
received through unjust burdens imposed and tends to close 
the markets of tlle world to our products because of embargo 
rates? 

HOW ABOUT SUGAB REFINERS? 
To disclose methods used by sugar-refining companies through 

their workmen to influence Congress, I quote brief extracts from 
a 7-page pamphlet put out by the National Sugar Refining Co., 
that made net profits on its investment in 1928 of 15 per cent. 
This is not as large as the Great Western Co.'s 43 per cent 
annual profit, and apparently has excited the jealousy of the 
National Co., that only made 15 per cent profit that year by 
soaking the consumers, including over 6,000,000 farmers who 
help pay the sugar bills. These profits, it is hoped by refiners, 
will be largely increased under the -rates contained in the pend
ing tariff bill. I quote briefly from .a letter prepared by the 
company for its workmen to sign, including among the l!ltter 
two very estimable women, who lend character to a pathetic 
plea for more profits than 15 per cent. 

WORKING MEN AND WOMEN, 
NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING Co. OF NEW JERSEY, 

New York, N. Y., February 10, 1930. 
To the Honorable the Members oj the Senate ot the United States ana of 

the House of Representattves. 
GENTLEMEN : The undersigned, representing the working men and 

women employed by the National Sugar Refining Co. of New Jersey, 
respectfully show to your honorable Members : 

That they represent and speak for approximately 3,000 working men 
and women employed by the National Sugar Refining Co. of New Jersey, 
which company owns and operates three sugar refineries located in two 
States-New York and New Jersey-with an annual production of about 

A DEBENTURE AMENDMENT TO HELP AGRICULTURE 2,000,000,000 pounds of refined sugar. Under the right which we and 
Apart from embargo tariff rates, other amendments will be our coworkers enjoy by virtue of Amendment I of the Constitution of 

considered by the conferees before the final bill comes before us. the United States to petition the Government, we hereby present to 
It is contended that the Senate debenture amendment will give I your honorable bodies this petition, and pray for a hearing thereon as 
substantial aid to agriculture, that it will give to grain a por- a matter of simple justice to American labor, and as a test of the sin· 
tion of tariff rates written into the bill, rates that are now a cerity with which the principles of a protective tariff are applied in the 
mere gesture. If so, they are well worth considering, because actual operation of tariff making. 
the proposal to give one-half the tariff -rates in surplus has been • • • • • • 
enacted in the Senate by friends of agriculture. No other relief In three refineries located in and about the city of New York there 
is proposed for the grain farmer and although questioned by are paid to the working men and women between five and six million 
high authority other reputable economists support it dollars a year. The lowest class of labor receives $5 a day, and me-

Congress fixed 42 cents as the difference in cost of wheat pro- chanics or skilled labor receive from $8 to $11 a day. Taking int<J ac
duction here and abroad. That ra,te is not enforceable because count shipping and transportation, it is fair to say that this company 
of wheat su~plus, and so American grain accepts the Liverpool is responsible, directly and indirectly, for the distribution of from twelve 
market price in direct competition with grain grown at 42 cents to fifteen million dollars a year among labor in and about the port of 
per bushel less. Without a surplus it is admitted that the 42 New York. 
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The employees of this company represent the best type of American 

labor. Many of them have been with the company for years, some for 
more than 25 years. Almost without exception they are married, have 
families, and live adjacent to their place of employment. A very large 
proportion of them own their own homes. They represent in tbe highest 
degr~ working men and women who are well fed, well clothed, and 
well housed, citizens, taxpayers, and owners of property who contribute 
in every way to the welfare and prosperity of the respective communities 
in which they live. 

* 
And we especially call to our aid at this bearing the representatives 

in your respective bodies from the States of New York, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania. In the House of Representatives these three States bave 
62 Republican Members. Within these States are the largest sugar re
fineries in the Nation. If they a.ct in obedience to tbe principle of pro
tection, upon whlch they went before the people of their respective con
gressional districts last year, they can compel by their united action tbe 
measure of justice which we seek. In addition they can give by such 
action tbe most signal vindication of the sincerity of their party in up· 
holding the doctrine of protection, unequivocally assailed as it is by the 
situation now existing in the industry whlch we represent. 

Respectfully submitted. 
(Signed by several workmen.) 

HERE IS THE ANSWER TO THE SUGAR COMPANY'S APPEAL 

Let every farmer in the country who is striving to make ends 
meet study this tale of wage suffering wherein the lowest class 

of labor in the sugar refinery receives $5 a day and skilled labor 
receives from $8 to $11 a day, all of which is E:-njoyed by em
ployees who style themselves as "the best type of American 
labor." 

These generous wages they get under the present tariff law, 
and yet they call loudly on their Representatives in Congress, 
62 in number, from the States of New York, Pennsylvania, and 
New Jersey to get more for them. Of course, these workmen are 
not paying for the heavily calendered paper and postage on 
which the letter is printed. That is paid for by the National 
Refining Co. that reported net profits in 1928 of more than 15 
per cent on its investment. Without recalling stock split ups 
through profits that go to some of these companies andi are 
covered up by their present reports, I call attention to com
panies, some of which report their excessive profits. 

The Pennsylvania Sugar Co. refinery that also calls on the 
Pennsylvania Congressmen to keep it out of the poorhouse, in 
1928 reports 27 per cent profits, the Henderson Co. nearly 22 
per cent profits, and other companies in various amounts. The 
Great American Sugar Refining Co., with nearly $64,000,000 
investment, earned over 7% per cent profits, possibly like some 
others on watered stock, a few years ago plead guilty in the 
United States Court for the Southern District of New York to 
defrauding the Government of the United States by false 
weights and paid a heavy fine. I submit the refiners' statement 
of 1928 earnings which I happened to have when the $11-a-day 
workmen's wail was received. The statement follows: 

Sugar refinery statistic.t, year 1928 

1928 Fiscal year 
ended-

Investment on 
plant and pro- Funded debt 

erty (net) 
Preferred stock 

Shares Amount 

Net worth 

Common stock 

Shares Amount 

American Sugar Refining Co_______________________________________ Dec. 31, 1928 $63,839,490.62 $29,700,000. 00 450,000 $45,000,000.00 450,000 
California & Hawaiian Sugar Refining Co __________________________ Nov. 30, 1928 11,748,721.00 6, 300,000.00 ---------- ---------------- 100,015 

$45,000,000. ()() 
10, 001, 500.00 
2, 850,000.00 
1, 672, 983. 11 
2, 500,000.00 
3, 500, 000. 00 

Godchaux Sugars (Inc.)------ ~------------------------------------- June 30, 1929 8, 790,250. 26 3, 698,500.00 30,500 3, 050,000.00 {~ ~~: ~ 
Imperial Sugar Co _________________________________________________ Dec. 31,1928 4,810,699.00 1,370,000.00 25,000 2,500,000.00 25,000 
w. J. McCahan Sugar & Molasses Co ______________________________ ------------------- ---- ----- ------···-··---- --· 35,000 3,500,000.00 35,000 
National Sugar Refining Co.t. _ ------------------------------------ Dec. 31, 1928 19,444,628.00 4, 615,400.00 ---------- -----------·---- 600,000 15,000,000.00 

5, 000,000.00 
234, ()()(l. 00 E:~~~"ba~:g~~~~i-c<>~====================================== -nec:-3i~i928- ~ ~~: ~~: ~ ================ ---33~444- ---3~3«;400:oo- ~: ~ 

1928 
Fiscal year 

ended-
Surplus Total 

American Sugar Refining Co ___________________ Dec. 31, 1928 $19,975,208.22 $109,975,208.22 $6,568,611.62 $7.00 
California & Hawaiian Sugar Refinirrg Co _____ Nov. 30,1928 8, 691,750.00 18,693,250.00 1, 077,749.00 None. 

$7.59 5. 97 $7.77 
None. 10.77 5. 77 ------------

Godchaux Sugars (Inc.)---- --·------------------ June 30, 1929 ---------------- 7, 572,983. 11 1, 005,665.00 None. None. {A 6. 24 } 13.28 6. 24 ------------
ImperialSugarCo _____________________________ Dec. 31,1928 622,307.00 5,622,307.00 719,745.00 7.00 
W. J. McCahan Sugar & Molnsses Co _________ --------------- ------ ------ ---- ------------- ___ ---------------- 7. 00 ----- ----· ------------ ------------ -----------· 

21.79 12.80 ------------
National Sugar Reft.uing Co.J ____________ ___ ____ Dec. 31,1928 7, 385,804.00 22,385,804.00 3, 372,986.00 ----------
Pennsylvania Sugar Co_---------------------- ·--------------- 5, 552,926.00 10,552,926.00 1, 360,521.00 ------·-· 

2.00 
10.00 
6.00 

5. 62 
27.21 
11.92 

15.07 4. 92 
12.89 ------------Savannah Sugar Refining Co _________________ __ Dec. 31, 1928 1, 200,316.00 4, 778,716.00 571,200.00 7. 00 11. 95 ------------

t The National Co. reports 15 per cent net profit and yet asks for more through a letter drawn up by the company but signed by workmen who receive from $5 to $11 
per day. 

Under existing law these companies receive 14.7 cents per 
hundred pounds differential for refining. Under the pending 
sugar amendment of $2.'20 per hundred that refining rate is in
creased to 40 cents, or nearly 200 per cent increase. Need any
thing be added to this illustration of efforts to grab excessive 
profits from the American consumer? 

SUGAR HYPOCRISY 

The National Co. has used its workmen as a cloak for this 
sugar tariff gouge. If the 6,000,000 farmers of the country could 
listen in to the hypocritical plea of the National Sugar Refining 
Co. through its $8 to $11 a day employees as the company is 
about to collect from these same farmers and all other consum
ers of sugar by lining up Oongres~men from New Jersey, P(mn
svlvania. and New York for a higher sugar tariff, then there 
~ould be a country-wide explosion from the tillers of the soil 
A majority of this farm labor does not average $2 a day from 
12 to 14 hours' daily work on the farm, and the farmer is fortu
nate if be averages that amount in addition to intere t on his 
investment. 

Another picture of labor to be protected, before mentioned, 
is that given by the hordes of Mexican women and children in 
the sugar-beet fields of the countl·y, a majority of whom do not 

receive and will not receive under any high sugar tariff much 
more than 10 per cent of the lowest wages paid laborers in the 
National Sugar Refining Co., as shown by official statistics fre
quently quoted. 

All the profits to be made by this increased sugar tariff will go 
to swell the 15 per cent annual profits of the National Refining 
Co. and the 27 per cent profits of the Pennsylvania Refining Co. 
and the 43 per cent annual profits of the Great W...estern Sugar 
Co., that produces one-half of all our domestic beet sugar by 
employing Indian and Mexican women and children at the low
est wages known to any industry in the country. Additional 
profits are to be extorted from consumers to go to stockholders 
under this tariff bill and not to labor. 

LABOR IN SUGAR-BEET FIELDS 

. I have quoted many extracts from official docume·nts hereto
fore to show degrading labor conditions in American beet fields. 
These appear in previous speeches, based on Federal and State 
official reports. A brief extract is submitted to show in two 
or three paragraphs the kind of labor the American sugar con
sumer is now protecting in the beet fields compa-red with the 
$11 per day paid by refiners who ask for a 200 per cent jump 
in rates to inqease their 15 per cent net profits. 
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WHAT LABOR lS PROTECTED BY AN INCREASED SUGAR DUTY? 

It has been claimed that increased costs of labor r equire a rate of 3 
cents per pound over the Cuban producers' price. That, then, is the 
difference claimed in labor standards. Quoting from a brief before the 
committee, it says : 

" In 1926 in Costs of Producing Sugar Beets, Part X, United States 
Tariff Commission. page 16: ' * * That 30 per cent of the con
tract labor in the domestic sugar-beet industry is Mexican, 1 per cent 
Japanese, and 19 per cent other foreign labor.' Page 17 states that '50 
per cent of the labor in Michigan, Ohio, Iowa, Kansas, and Minnesota is 
Mexican ; 22 per cent in Nebraska, Colorado, Idaho, Utah, and Montana 
is Mexican ; 42 per cent of the Californian labor is Mexican.' " 

The percentage, it is alleged, has increased since 1926. _ The Depart
ment of Labor so finds, and it is further said that witnesses from Colo
rado before the House committee stated that three-fourths of the farmers 
employed Mexican labor. Child labor is impressed into the beet-sugar 
fields wherever permitted. 

The United States Department of Labor further reports: 
" The earnings and number of Mexicans engaged in tending sugar-beet 

fields during the season of 1926 covered by this report is as follows : 

Number Average 
of per 

workers person 

Michigan_-------------------------------- ----- --------------- 6, 720 $Ift ~g Ohio and Oklahoma______________________ _____________________ 3, 264 
Minnesota. __ ------------------ ________ _________ ._______________ 1, 506 146. 90 
North Dakota------------------------------------------------ 1, 270 152.27 
Iowa·---- - -------- ----------------------------------- -- ---- - - 2, 018 147.73 

1-----1-- --
14, 778 145. 34 

Of the Michigan workers, 3,048, or nearly one-half were shipped from 
Texas by one company. That statement should be noted. Other West
ern States not here named, I understand, are included in the total 
average of 75 to 90 per cent Mexican beet-sugar workers, and a large 
part of the remaining 10 to 25 per cent of labor is child labor, drawing 
down the munificent average sum of $145 annually. Why raise barriers 
against desirable European immigration when 90 per cent of the beet 
workers are shipped north from Mexico, with the balance supplied by 
child labor? This sugar tariff is to "help the farmer." Every farmer 
who pays an increased cost for his sugar should be proud of Mexican 
peonage imported from the country of many revolutions. 

That is the "labor" this tariff bill would protect with a 40 per 
cent tariff to consumers of sugar. No more scandalous or degrading 
competition of child and Mexican labor can be found anywhere in the 
world. America' s high labor standards are debased by sugar-mill 
operators, who permit such conditions and yet demand that the 120,-
000,000 consumers, including 30,000,000 farmers with 90,000,000 others, 
shall pay more annually to advance sugar so as to maintain this public 
scandal. lf the facts recited are measurably true--and they are from 
the highest authority-then labor conditions in the sugar-beet business 
are worse than scandalous, for in many States such cruel treatment of 
children would brtng free board at the county jail for the responsible 
parties. 

Hurriedly these tariff matters have been presented, but I be
lieve they have been accurately stated. Every Member must 
act on his own responsibility and for the interests of his con
stituency so far as can properly be done. I am not disturbed 
by the criticisms of others on the bill, but by my own study that 
has indicated its character, much of which could have been 
a voided if the House had been permitted to legislate on the bill. 
Probably no tariff bill has ever before received like criticism 
from economists and tariff students throughout the country, or 
by many countries that now threaten retaliatory laws. Need
less to say, I would have been glad for many reasons to sup
port its provisions if some net agricultural benefits asked for 
by the President had been granted. Possibly the bill may be 
improved by the Senate or conferees. It is their responsibility 
to make it, if possible, meet promises made when the extra 
session was called to aid agriculture. No one will disco'unt the 
size of their task. (On the vote to substitute a 2-cen t sugar 
duty for the 2.20 amendment under discussion the House adopted 
the 2-cent rate, the lowest offered by the conferees, by a vote of 
229 to 160.) · 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. SIMMONS]. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, should the House adopt the proposed rate, it will be the 
lowest tariff on sugar levied by any country in the world, and 
sugar is selling in the American market to-day at the cheapest 
price of any country in the world. 

I am interested in the statement of the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. FREAR] who claims that he knows all about the 
sugar industry. He indicates that it is all done by foreign 

labor. Sugar beets are raised on American farms, and the labor 
is performed by American farmers. Beets go into American 
factories where the labor in producing sugar is American labor, 
paid American wages. There is but one stage in the manufac
ture where labor of foreign extraction is in part used, and that 
is in the handwork in the beet fields. Many Americans do that 
work. Mr. FREAR carries the idea that in beet culture in the 
fields the children are crippled physically and mentally by 
labor out in the open. 

If the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREER] thinks that 
labor in the beet fields is detrimental physically, or possibly 
mentally, to American children, then I offer myself as exhibit 
No. 1. [Applause and laughter.] I have worked in the beet 
fields of western Nebr.aska, and no one will contend that I am 
stunted, physically, at least. 

The best guarantee of a reasonable price for sugar in 
America, is an American sugar industry . . What happened in 
1920 when the same people that now claim they plead for the 
American bom;ewife bad control of the sugar output of Cuba 
and the sugar prices in the United States. They squeezed and 
squeezed until sugar in Nebraska went from 32 cents to 40 
cents a pound, and those are the people who now ask for mercy 
for the American housewife? What brgke the price of sugar 
in 1920? Not Cuba, not the people who now plead for the Cuban 
sugar industry. The price of suggr broke in 1920 when the 
American beet sugar came on the domestic market. EApplam;e.] 
If you want to guarantee a reasonable price for sugar, the 
way to do it is to encourage the domestic industry. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
g.entleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT]. 

Mr. FORT. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the Hou:re, 
when the sugar tariff was under discussion here before the bill 
passed the House, I supported the rate of 2.40 upon the ground 
that the United States of America some 40 years ago in a tariff 
bill-which I believe was passed under the Cleveland adminis
tration-had induced men to invest their money and enter the 
industry by the offer of a bounty ; a.nd that whenever this or 
any other Government has induced its citizens to enter an 
industry by the offer of a bounty or subsidy, an obligation rests 
upon the Government and upon the citizens to see that industry 
through a time of trouble such as now faces the sugar industry 
of America. In that connection, may I call to your attention. 
incidentally, the fact that this rule of governmental morals has 
a direct bearing upon a question on which we are to vote 
to-morrow-the debenture plan. 

Apart from that moral obligation, my constituents have no 
real interest at stake. They raise no sugar-have no interest 
in sugar. What does this motion mean to them? It means at 
the outside the difference between a duty of $2 and one of $2.20 
a hundred pounds- and that means a difference of 60 cents a 
year to a family of five in its purchases of sugar. We who come 
from industrial districts in the East, who have enjoyed the 
benefits of tariff protection for years, whose wages and incomes 
are largely the result of protective tariffs, have no right, and 
can not with any pretensions to justice, deny to an industry 
approaching bankruptcy our contribution of 60 cents a year 
from the family. [Applause.] 

There is nothing in this bill at my request to raise the duty 
on anything produced in my district. Past tariff legislation has 
enabled it to prosper . . Its industries are in good shape. And I 
will not stand here to-day-I hope I never shall as a Member of 
this House-and I do not believe my constituents want me to 
deny protection to those industries elsewhere which do need it. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New Jersey 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from North Dakota [1\fr. BURTNESS]. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
the immediate question involved in this particular amendment, 
which simply increases the duty on sugar one-fifth of 1 cent 
per pound-that is, from 2 cents to 2.2 cents-is whether the 
individual consumer of the United States is willing to pay 12 
cents a year for the purpose of assisting agriculture to get to 
a more balanced system within the United States. Involved in 
that proposition is also the question of whether or not the 400 
men, approximately, who in this House voted for the farm act 
last year for the purpose of aiding agriculture, and who gave 
the Farm Board a tremendous problem to solve, are willing now 
to assist the Farm Board materially in making its job of admin
istering the farm act just that much easier by making it pos
sible to divert some surplus acreages out of some crop and put 
it into a crop which works ideally under a proper tariff situa
tion and in which there is no surplus problem. This argument 
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of taking candy away from babies by this rate, and all that 
sort of tommyrot, is ridiculous. It is on a par with the " pop " 
argument that the sugar tariff will put the "pop" industry out 
of business, when a penny takes care of all of the increased duty 
in a hundred bottles of "pop," and my friend from New York 
[Mr. LAGUARDIA] knows as well as anyone that when candy 
has a tariff of 40 per cent ad valorem, an additional one-fifth 
of 1 cent on a pound of sugar will not be reflected to the public, 
to the consumer in any way, but will be absorbed by the indus
try, and can not be a serious matter for such industry. 

But more important than all of this, more important than the 
fact that it will not cost the consumers anything to speak of, 
and as the most important thought I want to leave with you 
is the one that if you increase sugar production in the United 
States you will stabilize the price of sugar for the futuTe, and 
the permanent stabilization of the price of sugar is far more 
important to the consumers than the addition of one-fifth of 1 
cent per pound that might be the result for a few months. If 
you stabilize it by increasing American production, you will 
have returns not tenfold but a hundredfold in the years to come. 
I believe you all agree that the safest way to stabilize any price 
within the United States is to have a reasonable production of 
that product within our own borders. 

Remember also that the interests of agriculture and of indus
try are reciprocal. Increase the buying power of agriculture 
and every industry in the United States will be relatively 
assisted. · 

Farm organizations are unanimous for this increase. The 
case is well put in the letter addressed to Mr. HAWLEY by the 
American Farm Bureau Federation which reads as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 1, 1930. 
Bon. WILLIS W. HAWLEY, 

Chairman Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Waah·ington, D. 0. 

MY DEAR CHAIRMAN HAWLEY : It is understood from press reports 
and otherwise that you at the proper time will introduce an amendment 
proposing a 2.20 cents per pound rate of duty on sugar from Cuba. 

This proposed action on your part deserves to be commended, even 
though the rate wliich is contemplated in your amendment is not 
adequate to give the sugar producers of the Nation that protection which 
they justly should have. With the difference, however, in the Senate 
and House bills relative to the rate on sugar, it is reasonable to strike 
an average which brings us to the 2.20-cent rate. All legislation, as 
is so often stated, is a matter of compromise, and the compromise at 
2.20 cents per pound will secure a rate on sugar of some material assist
ance to the growers and of no particular burden to the other groups in 
our Nation. 

On September 8, 1929, 12 farm organizations sent a letter to the 
Members of the Senate in whkh it was stated: "Without a material 
increase in the duty (on sugar) above the Fordney-McCumber rate the 
sugar industry of this countt·y will suffer severe hardships. It has 
been shown by the growers that rates of duty such as have been asked 
for by the farm organizations would lead to profitable cane and beet 
production and would adequately increase the cane and beet acreage." 
In the list of commodities attached to this letter upon which higher 
rates of duty were asked by the dozen organizations signatory thereto 
sugar was included at "not less than House rates." 

Sugar presents an ideal tariff problem. Its production is now demon
strated to be practicable in our Nation, both from cane and beets; its 
present amount of production within our Nation classifies it as an 
infant industry, compared to the total sugar consumption of our Nation; 
its extent of production can be greatly magnified before any evidence 
of surplus appears; and there are citizens, both producers and refiners, 
willing and ready to put money and energy into the greater production 
of sugar if only more reasonable protection is given. 

The reverse of the above-described tariff problem on sugar will assur
edly be true if reasonable protection, such as is to be proposed in your 
amendment, is not given. It will not be possible to supplant surplus
producing acreages of other crops by the substitution of sugar acreages, 
even though such sugar production is climatically possible; it will be 
wholly impossible to increase the percentage of our domestically produced 
sugar compared to foreign importations ; and instead of money and 
activity going into the sugar business, both of production and refining, 
they will be withdrawn therefrom. In other words, Congress is at the 
point now of deciding whether the United States is to render itself 
more nearly self-sufficing in its sugar supply or is to become more and 
more dependent upon foreign supplies. 

The House rate of 2.40 cents per pound is none too high adequately 
to promote a domestic-sugar production. The rate of 2.20 cents per 
pound will be helpful in accomplishing this goal and appears to be a 
happy medium upon which all who are interested in benefiting agricul
ture and in securing the production within our own boundaries more 
nearly of a natiomd supply of sugar, might agree. 

Very respectfully, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FmDERATION, 
CHEST»B H. GRAY, Washington Representative. 

Lack of time prevents further argument. Help agriculture 
get upon a scientific and balanced basis by voting for this duty, 
and at the same time properly protect the American consumers 
against the greed of foreign producers in the future. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Georgia to concur in the Senate amend
ments. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
1\Ir. O'CONNOR of New York. Is there any parliamentary 

method by which a vote could be taken for free sugar or for 
any rate less than 2 cents a pound? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will answer that there is not. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 

my motion to concur. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen

tleman from Georgia for the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 

of the gentleman from Georgia to concur. 
The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 

noes appeared to have it. 
MT. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 
The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 
The House divided ; and there were-ayes 196, noes 204. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. . 
The SPEAKER. As many as favor the motion of the gentle

man from Georgia will, when their names are called, answer 
" yea " ; those opposed will answer " nay." 

The question was taken ; and there were-yeas 229, nays 160. 
answered ." present " 1, not voting 38, as follows : 

Abernethy 
Allen 
Allgood 
Almon 4. 
Andrew 
Arnold 
Auf der Heide 
Ayres 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Bankhead 
Bell 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bland 
Bolton 
Bowman 
Box 
Boylan 
Brand, Ga. 
Briggs 
Browne 
Browning 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Burdick 
'Busby 
Byrns 
Campbell, Iowa 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carley 
Cartwrighf 
Celler 
Christgau 
Christopherson 
Clancy 
Clark, N.C. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Collier 
Collins 
Connery 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Corning 
Cox 
Craddoc,k 
Crisp 
Cross 
Crosser · 
Cullen 
Dallinger 
Davenport 
Davis 
Dickstein 
Dominick 
Dough ton 
Douglas, Ariz. 
Douglass, Mass. 

Ackerman 
Adkins 
Aldrich 
Andresen 
Arentz 
As well 
Bacharach 

[Roll No. 33] 
YEAS-229 

Doutrich Kennedy Pou 
Dowell Kerr Prall 
Doxey Kiefner Pratt, Ruth 
Driver Kincheloe Pritchard 
Edwards Kinzer Quayle 
Elliott Kopp Quin 
Eslick Korell Ragon 
Esterly Kvale Rainey, Henry T. 
Fenn LaGuardia Ramseyer 
Fisher Lambertson Ramspeck 
Fitzgerald Lampert Rankin 
Fitzpatrick Langley Rayburn 
Foss Lanham Rogers 
Frear Lankford, Ga. Romjue 
Freeman Larsen Rutherford 
FuTier Lea Sabath 
Fulmer Lindsay Sanders, Tex. 
Gambrill Linthicum Seiberling 
Garber, Okla. Lozier Shaffer, Va. 
Garrett Luce Short, Mo. 
Gasque McClintic, Okla. Shott, W. Va. 
Gavagan McClintock, Ohio Smith, W.Va. 
Gibson McCormack, Mass. Somers, N.Y. 
Gilford McDuffie Sparks 
Glover McKeown Speaks 
Goldsborough McLeod Sproul, Kans. 
Goodwin McMillan Stafford 
Granfield McReynolds-=.-_ Steagall 
Greenwood McSwain Stevenson 
Gregory l\Iaas Stobbs 
Griffin Mansfield Sullivan, N.Y. 
Guyer Martin Summers, Wash. 
Hall, Miss. Mead Sumners, Tex. 
Halsey Menges Swanson 
Hammer Michaelson Tarver 
Hare Milligan Taylor, Tenn. 
Hartley Montague Thatcher 
Hastings Moore, Ky. Thurston 
Hess Moore, Va. Tinkham 
Hill, Ala. Morehead Treadway 
Hill, Wash. Morgan Underhill 
Hoch Nelson, Me. Underwood---' 
Howard Nelson, Mo. Vinson, Ga. 
Huddleston Nelson, Wis. Wainwright 
Hull. Morton D. Newhall Walker 
Hull, Tenn. Nolan Warren 
Hull, Wis. Norton Welch, Calif. 
lgoe O'Connell, N. Y. White 
Irwin O'Connor, N. Y. Whittington 
Jeffers Oldfield Wigglesworth 
Jenkins Ollver, Ala. Williams 
Johnson, Ind. Oliver, N. Y. Wingo 
Johnson, Okla. Palmer Wolverton, W.Va. 
Johnson, S.Dak. Palmisano Woodrum 
Johnson, Tex. Parks Wright . 
Jones, Tex. Patman 
Kading_ Patterson 
Kendall, Ky. Peavey 

Baird 
Barbour 
Beedy 
Beers 
Bobn 
Brand, Ohio 
Brigham 

NAYS-160 
Brumm 
Buckbee· 
Burtness 
Butler 
Cable 
Campbell, Pa. 
Carter, Calif. 

Carter, Wyo. 
Chalmers 
Clague 
Clarke, N. Y. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Cole 
Colton 
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Connolly 
Cooke 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Wis. 
Coyle 
Crail 
Ct·amton 
Crowther 
Culkin 
Darrow 
Dempsey 
Denison 
De PTiest 
DeRouen 
Drane 
Dyer 
Eaton, Colo. 
Eaton, N.J. 
Ellis 
En~lebright 
Estep 
Evans, Calif. 
Evans, Mont. 
Finley 
Fish 
Fort 
Free 
French 
Garber, Va. 
Golder 
Green 
Radley 
llale 

Hall, Ill. · McLaughlin Simmons 
Hall, Ind. Magrady Sinclair 
Hall, N.Dak. Manlove Sloan 
Hancock Mapes Smith, Idaho 
Hardy Merritt Snow 
Hau~en Michener Spearing 
Hawley Miller Sproul, Ill. 
Hickey Montet Stalker 
Holiman Moore, Ohio Strong, Pa. 
Hogg Mouser Swick 
Holaday Murphy Swing 
Hooper Niedringhaus Taber 
Hope O'Connor, La. Taylor, Colo. 
Hopkins O'Connor, Okla.. Temple 
Houston, Del. Owen Thompson 
Hudson Parker Tilson 
Hull, William E. Perkins Timberlake 
.Johnson, Nebr. Pittenger ·rurpin 
Johnson, Wash. Pratt, Harcourt J. Vestal 
Johnston, Mo. Purnell Vincent, 1\11ch. 
Jonas, N.C. Ramey, Frank M. Wason 
Kahn Ransley Watres 
Kearns Reece Watson 
Kelly Reed, N.Y. Welsh, Pa. 
Kemp Reid, Dl. W!J.i!ley 
Ketcham Robinson W1ll1amson 
Kiess Sanders, N.Y. Wilson 
Knutson Sandlin Wolfenden 
Lankford, Va. Schafer, Wis. Wolverton, N.J. 
Leavitt Schneider Woodt·uf! 
Lehlbach Sears Wurzbach 
Letts Seger Yon 
McCormick, Ill. Selvig Zihlman 

ANSWERED "PRESENT "-1 
Chindblom 

NOT VOTING-38 
Beck Garner McFadden 
Bloom Graham Mooney 

Stone 
Strong, Kans. 
Sullivan, Pa. 
Tucker 
Whitehead 
Wood 

Britten Hudspeth O'Connell, R. I. 
Chase James Porter 
Clark, Md. Johnson, Ill. Rowbottom 
Curry Kendall, Pa. Shreve 
Dickinson Kunz Simms 
Doyle Kurtz Sirovich 
Drewry Leech Snell 
Dunbar Ludlow Stedman 

So the motion of Mr. CRISP was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote : 

Wyant 
Yates 

Mr. McFadden (for) with Mr. Simms (against). 
Mr. Shreve (for) with Mr. Curry (against). 
Mr. Britten (for) with Mr. Clark of Maryland (against). 
Mr. Drewry (for) with Mr. Chase (against). 
Mr. Garner (for) with Mr. Leech (against). 
Mr. Dunbar (for) with Mr. Graham (against). 
Mr. Dickinson (for) with Mr. Wyant (against). 
Mr. Tucker (for) with Mr. Kurtz (against). 
Mr. Ludlow (for) with Mr. Beck (against). 
Mr. Bloom (for) with Mr. Chindblom (against). 
Additional general pairs: 
Mr. Snell with Mr. O'Connell of Rhode Island. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Whitehead. 
Mt·. Johnson of Illinois with Mr. Doyle. 
Mr. Kendall of Pennsylvania with Mr. Stedman. 
Mr. Strong of Kansas with Mr. Kunz. 
Mt·. Wood with Mr. Mooney. 
Mr. James with Mr. Sirovich. 
Mr. Rowbottom with Mr. Hudspeth. 
Mr. Stone with Mr. Sullivan of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I have a pair with the gen

tleman from ·New York, 1\Ir. BLOOM, and I ask to withdraw my 
vote and vote " present." 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
On motion of Mr. CRISP, a motion to reconsider the vote by 

which the motion was agreed to was laid on the table. .. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS-THE BEET-SUGAR INDUSTRY IN THE 

UNITED STATES 

Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker and Members of 
the House, in a consideration of the merits of a ta.riff on sugar 
the fu·st essential is a knowledge of the industry in whose name 
it is advocated. Wha.t is its place in our industrial and eco
nomic structure? More particularly, what place does it occupy 
in our agricultural industry for the relief of which this Con
gress was called in special session by the President a year ago? 
Let us measure its significance in actual figures. 

In 1928 there were 100,761,000 acres of corn in cultivation in 
the United States; 45,326,000 acres of cotton ·; 57,724,000 acres 
of wheat; 1,912,000 acres of tobacco ; 41,733,000 acres of oats; 
3,825,000 acres of potatoes; 12,000,000 acres _of barley; 1,777,000 
acres of beans ; 750,000 acres of buckwheat; 965,000 acres of 
rice ; 720,000 acres of timothy seed ; 1,388,000 acres of cowpeas ; 
3,444,000 acres of rye; 2,721,000 acres of flaxseed; 6,497,000 
acres of grain sorghum; 57,775,000 acres of tame hay; 13,144,000 
acres of wild hay (making a total of 70,919,000 acres devoted to 
the cultivation of hay) ; 713,000 acres of clover seed; 1,910,000 
acres of soybeans ; 1,541,000 acres of velvet beans; 810,000 acres 
of sweetpotatoes; 138,000 acres of sugarcane; 348,000 acres of 
sorghum cane ; and 646,000 acres of sugar beets. 

In other words, for every acre utilized in the production of 
sugar beets in 1928 there were approximately 156 acres in corn, 
70 in cotton, 89 in wheat, 64 in oats, 6 ·in potatoes, 5 in rye, 10 
in grain sorghum, 110 in hay, and so on. 

A recent estimate by Dr. Philip G. Wright, a distinguished 
economist and a student of the sugar situation for many years, 
shows that the total beet and cane acreage in the continental 
United States and in its insular possessions is only about · one
half of 1 per cent of that d!evoted to the 19 principal agricultural 
crops. Continental production of beet sugar is fi\e or six times 
as great as that of cane sugar, and yet, according to the 1925 
census of agriculture, the farms upon which sugar beets were 
grown in 1924, a year of normal production, constituted but 
three-fourths of 1 per cent of the total number of farms, or 
47,543 of the total of 6,371,640. 

There are 640 acres in a square mile. One thousand square 
miles would tie 640,000 acres, or the amount of acreage in sugar 
beets in 1928-a strip of territory ten times the size of the 
original dimensions of the District of Columbia. 

Estimating that one person can cultivate about 13lh acres of 
beets, it follows that there are actually about 47,000 people 
engaged in the cultivation of this product. But 67 per cent of 
these are only tenants, renting the land-so that only about 
16,000 farm owners till their soil for sugar-beet production and 
less than 25 per cent of the farm holdings of this number are 
used for beet culture since it is employed in many instances, 
primarily to prepare the soil for other crops. 

How does the proposed increase in the tariff on sugar fit into 
the plan for farm relief? Based upon the value of their .land, 
the cost of their labor, and their production and the returns 
which they have received from the 640,000 acres in sugar beets, 
the growers of this product have received a higher return o.n 
their investment and upon their cost of production and the value 
of their lands than have any other farmers in the United States. 
And yet, in order to " protect " them, we are asked to increase 
the cost of living on an essential commodity not only to our 
entire farm population of something like 30,000,000 people but 
to an additional 90,000,000 not engaged in agricultural pursuits. 
And the . fallacy of the proposition lies in the fact that the 
alleged benefits to beet growers in the United States, as a result 
of such a policy, have been proven to be chimerical. 
CONDITION OF THE INDUSTRY UNDER PROTECTION-POSSI.BILITIES FOR ITS 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

Measured on basis of acreage and number of persons en
gaged therein, the size of the shadow cast by the industry does 
not seem warranted by its actual stature. But if its condition 
to-day is not convincing, what are its possibilities for develop
ment? 

We have had 20 years of protection for sugar, during which 
time it has received more consideration than any other agricul
tural interest. Like the weakling among a family of healthy ' 
children, it has been pampered and coddled and fed UPQn deli
cacies denied to the others, treatment which has proven about 
as effective in promoting its sturdy gTowth as the overindulgence 
of a sick child in its taste for sweets. 

Of the 6,200,000 tons of sugar which we consume annually, 
about one-third, or an amount double the domestic output, 
comes from our insular possessions--the Philippines, Porto 
Rico, and Hawaii-free of duty, and the remaining half of what 
we consume from Cuba, where a preferential tariff of 20 per 
cent is in effect. In a commodity five-sixths of which we must 
necessarily import, the price is controlled by the imported prod
uct, in which it is estimated the amount of the tariff is reflected 
practically 100 per cent. 

General Wood, after being in the Philippines some years, 
stated that the Filipinos were capable of producing 5,000,000 
tons of sugar per annum if they had a market for it. Such an 
assertion on the face of it appears extravagant. If made upon 
a sound hypothesis, however, it may well be the basis for alarm. 
The islands, importing their products free of duty into our 
markets, are in direct competition with our domestic producers. 
With every increase in the tariff rate on sugar, spelling in
creased profits in the American markets, they, along with our 
other insular possessions, are stimulated to still greater pro
duction. They receive the benefit of the increased prices due to 
the •tariff with no additional cost to themselves, while our own 
producers bear their share of the tariff burden imposed upon 
120,000,000 consumers. In order to insure the production of one-
fifth of our domestic need of this essential commodity we are 
taxing the American people on a basis of 6,200,000 tons an
nually-and we now propose to increase that burden ! It is the 
most preposterous, unconscionable travesty on the tariff prin
ciple ever promulgated! 

In 1903 the Philippines produced 93,000 tons of sugar. In 
1928-29 they produced more than six times that amount, or 
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637,000 tons, yet the total land occupied is only about one
seventh of the total land area in the islands, most of which is 
cultivable, and in 1926 less than 600,000 acres were devoted to 
sugar out of a possible 9,000,000 acres available for that purpose 
if desired. These islands constitute the richest and most-favored 
group of tropical islands in the world. They have increased 
their production 330 per cent since 1921 and their possibilities 
for development in the industry are almost unlimited. More
over, they have the additional advantages of climate and low 
labor costs, witll which we can not compete. 

.A comparison of the production in this country and in our 
insular possessions for the years 1922-23 and 1928-29 shows 
that the production of sugar in continental United States bas 
remained practically stationary, while the Philippines have in
creased their production 140 per cent, Hawaii nearly 75 per cent, 
and Porto Rico more than 80 per cent. 

Duty free 

Domestic beet__ _ -----------------------------------------Louisiana _________ ---- ____ -- ___ ------ _____________________ _ 
Porto Rico ____ ----------------------_--_-- ______ ----- _____ _ 

~~~~il~-~ -_ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = === == = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = == = = = = 

Productive ton : 

Years 
1922-23 

911,190 
263,478 
338,456 
263,437 
479,456 

Years 
1928-29 

925,000 
145,000 
620,000 
637,000 
830,000 

1---------~------
TotaL __ ----------------------------- _ ----------- _ -- 2, 256,017 3,157,000 

Consider, in addition, the records of imports from the Philip
pines since 1921-and can ~e escape recognition of the fact 
that we are in effect nourishing a competition that will eventu
ally and inevitably destroy our domestic industry? 
Year : Imports, tons 

1921 ----------------------------------------------- 147, 212 
1923-------------------------------~--------------- 212,398 
1925-----------------------------------~----------- 439,977 
1927 ----------------------------------------------- 473, 674 
1929----------------------------------------------- 637,000 

1928-29 are production figures. 

CONSUl\IPTION OF SUGAR IN THE UNITED STATES 

The average annual sugar consumption in the United States 
during the period 19~-1928 was 12,158,608,000 pounds. .As
suming that the duty, somewhat enhanced, was passed on to the 
con umer, the Nation's sugar bill was enlarged $280,000,000 an
nually during this period. Based upon the consumption of 
12,518,488,000 pounds in 1928, the additional sugar bill due to 
the tariff in that year amounted to $289,000,000, and in 1929 
.Oklahoma alone, with a total consumption of 262,008,000 pounds 
of sugar, shared in the burden to an extent of something like 
$5,240,000. 

We might view this heavy tax with some equanimity if the 
profits were actually paid to the producers of sugar beets and 
cane in this country. But such is not the case. The records 
for the years 1922-1928 show that of the $280,000,000 annually 
contributed by sugar consumers, 48 per cent was paid into the 
National Treasury as customs receipts. .About 5,250,~,000 
pounds were produced on an average during those years behind 
our tariff barrier, and of this the greater part, more than 
3,000,000,000 pounds, was produced in Hawaii, Porto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Philippines. .Assuming then that the 
tariff was fully effective, the advantage to the insular producers 
amounted to $57,000,000 annually, or 20 per cent of the amount 
contributed by the consumers. More than 15 per cent more was 
lost through pyramiding of the price on the part of the middle
men who distributed the sugar from the refineries to the con
sumers. In that period, sugar growers within the United States 
produced an average of 2,247,000,000 pounds of sugar annually. 
Had they been actually benefited to the full extent of the 
tariff, our continental sugar producers would have received 
$4~',500,000, or hardly more than 15 per cent of the enormous 
sum paid out by consumers of sugar. But even that small per 
cent of the costs does not accrue to the benefit of our home pro
ducers. The amount realized because of the tariff goes to the 
Sugar Trust, the most powerful trust in this country t(}-dpy
with such indirect benefits to the 16,000 producers as it may 
apportion in contracts for their sugar beets. 

THE GREAT WESTEBN SUGAR CO. 

It is that powerful interest, gorged with the profits it has 
already enjoyed under the guise of protection to the .American 
beet growers, whose black shadow now darkens the discussion 
of the tariff on this essential commodity, and which by its 
loud, insistent demands for a still higher rate to "save the 
domestic industry" seeks to deafe.n us to the real issues at 
stake. 

The Great Western Sugar Co. controls more than one-half of 
the entire sugar-beet production in this country. It was or· 
ganized in 1905 with an authorized capital of $15,000,000 of 
preferred stock and $15,000,000 of common stock, and took over 
a number of sugar factories, exchanging for the properties thus 
taken over its capital stock. In the 25 years since it was 
formed it has paid on its preferred stock a regular annual divi
dend of 7 per cent, or a total of $23,521,750. For the first four 
years it paid no dividends upon its common stock, but since 
1910 it has paid dividends regularly aggregating during that 
time $60,850,660, or a total in dividends of $84,372,410. In- ' 
eluding the four years in which no div~dends were paid, then, 
the company's dividends were on an average of $2,533,444, or 
about 17 per cent annually on its common stock, which was 
giyen as a bonus and cost the holders nothing. It reported 
profits on common stock of more than 40 per cent for 1928. 

For each $100 invested $1,042.48 has been received, a yearly 
return of $43.43. It has increased its physical properties out 
of earnings about twenty times, while paying dividends amount
ing to nearly six time the original investment of $15,000,000. 
In 1918, from an average dividend of about $5 on shares of $100 
for the preceding eight years, they skyrocketed to $68.28, prac
tically maintaining that figure for the next four years, or until 
1922, when they dropped again, this time to $8.53. The Great 
Western Sugar Co. was in the infamous first-line trenches of 
war profiteers. In 1923 it paid only $5.69 dividend on $100 
shares, but the following year, apparently under the operation 
of the additional duty imposed by the Fordney-McCumber Act 
and the reviving conditions of industry generally, they were 
increased to $22.76, the next year to $45.53, and this standard 
has been consistently maintained. 

For the fiscal year ended February, 1927, it had net as ets of 
$66,517,056; for the year ended February 29, 1928, assets of 
$64,077,624; and for the year ended February 28, 1929, $65,-
773,324 in assets. In other words, in addition to paying 7 per 
cent dividends regularly upon its preferred stock and 17 per 
cent average on its common stock, on a basis of capital stoc~ 
of $30,000,000 upon its organization, it bas salted away a sur
plus of $35,773,324, representing average net earnings of $4,025,-
999, or 26.8 per cent on its capitalization, $15,000,000 of which 
was pure water! 

Even the most ardent supporter of the tari:ff on su.gar will not 
insist that this powerful trust, producing more than half of all 
the beet sugar in this country, is in need of additional protection. 
The tariff now is nearly twice as large as the average of tari:ff 
rates on all other dutiable articles coming into the country. It 
is costing the .American people more than $285,000,000 annually, 
and if the proposed increases are adopted, they will add millions 
to the annual contribution of the consumers of the counfry to 
further feed the insatiable appetite of the greedy Sugar Trust! 

LABOR AND THE SUGAR TARIFF 

.Affording no protection in reality to the domestic producers 
of sugar beets, adding millions of additional cost to the con
sumers of the country annually, and millions in additional profits 
to the swollen accounts of the Sugar Trust, the tariff on ugar 
is advocated and supported on yet another basis. There are 
those among its enthusiastic proponents who say," Oh, but what 
of labor? We must have a high tariff on sugar for the protec
tion of .American labor against the competition of cheap oriental 
labor employed in the islands' beet fields." 

Gentlemen, the tariff on sugar can not be justified on a basis 
of protection to .American labor. Most of the labor employed 
consists of Mexican peons, women and child labor, the ruthless 
exploitation of which in a desperate effort to m€et the low costs 
of oriental labor, is among the blackest pages in .American lds
tory. Labor has spoken through its president, William Green. 
Listen to what he has to say: 

In my opinion, the increase in the sugar schedule is unjustifiable and 
indefensible. If passed in its present form, it would levy an unfair tax 
on millions of workers whom I have the honor to represent for the 
purpose of protecting an industry which, the facts show, employs women, 
children, and Mexican labor at indecent wages and under intolerable 
conditions of employment. The great masses of our working people in 
the United States are unwilling to be taxed for tlJe purpose of protecting 
an industry which resorts to such uncivilized practices. I register my 
protest against the proposed increase in the sugar schedule in behalf 
of the men and women affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR] has stated in 
regard to the class of labor employed in the beet fields of the 
United States: 

Our American labor does not do this kind of work. I never in my 
life have known any member of organized labor going into a sugar-beet 
field • • •. The American laboring people will not get down on 
their hands and knees in the dirt and pull weeds and thin these beets 
and break their backs doing that kind of work. 
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Labor conditions in the sugar-beet industry are a disgrace to 

an enlightened civilization. And it is this type of labor-the 
labor of Mexican peons, of women and children working long 

·hours, housed in small and ill-ventilated quarters-that we are 
asked to protect with an increased tariff on sugar, the type of 

·labor that has made possible the excessive profits of the Great 
Western Sugar Co. 

There is no question of protection to American labor involved 
ln the tariff on sugar. By the insistence upon its continuance
yes; though it seems almost unthinkable-by our consideration 
of its increase, we are not only burdening 120,000,000 consumers 
with increased costs of an essential commodity, we are not only 
fostering the continuance of labor conditions, which should be 
outlawed in every State in the Nation; we are not only adding 
millions of dollars annually in profits to a trust whose 9reedy 
tentacles embrace the entire domestic industry, but we are suck
ing the very lifeblood of that industry by maintaining a system 

·which is in effect, a bounty to our insular possessions, and 
·which di~ectly stimulates and encourages their ever-increasing 
competition in American · markets. 

REPLACE THE TARIFF WITH A. BOUNTY FOR THE HOME PRODUCERS I 

In opposing the tariff on sugar, and especially any ~ove to 
increase the rates, I do not wish to be understood as disparag

-ing the American sugar industry. On the contrary, I believe 
.our home growers are entitled to every possible consideration; 
that they are entitled to have mythical advantages replaced by 
real, genuine aid and assistance. Let us place their interests 
in the foreground ; face them in the light of the indisputable 
facts at band and meet the problem and solve it in a way that 
will be economically sound. 

Sugar should be on the free list. Every penny of so-called 
protection given it in the form of tar:ff duties defeats. i~s 
allegeti purpose. By the initiation of a system of bounty, simi
lar to that which England has had since 1925, paid to American 
sugar growers direct-upon condition of their conformlty with 
certain standards of labor-with equally free imports from all 
.countries, including Cuba, we would afford genuine assistance 
direct to the farmer, at the same time saving millions of dollars 
annually to the consumers. A bounty of 0.44 cent per pound on 
the amount of our production, instead of a tax on the entire 
6,200.000 tons which we consume annually, would cost us about 
$10,600,000. 

Among the most objectionable provisions of the tariff bill as 
it passed the House was the increase in ·the rate on sugar from 
1. 76 cents per pound on Cuban sugar and 2.2 cents per pound 
on world sugar to 2.4 cents and 3 cents, respectively. The 
Senate Committee on Finance reduced the rates to 2.2 cents 
per pound on the Cuban product and 2.75 cents on the world 
product and in the vote in the Senate those proposed rates 
were further reduced, due to the organized efforts of the coali
tion, to 2 cents on the Cuban and 2.5 cents on the world product. 

In the light of the facts at hand, in consideration of the effect 
of the tariff on the home industry through 20 years of so-called 
protection, how can we seriously contemplate an increase in 
existing rates in the name of aid to the American beet growers? 
Such a course is the p1'oposed multiplication of a minus quan
tity-and the result will inevitably and eternally be in the 
negative, though the multiplier be increased a thousand times ! 

The substitution of a system of bounty for mythical protec
tion would afford direct benefits to our producers. It offers the 
shortest path to them to security and profits. The longest 
:way around, viz, by the circuitous byways of tlte sugar tariff, 
is undoubtedly the " sweetest way home " for the Sugar Trust, 
. but there is no room on the road for the American producers of 
sugar beets. It is time the issue was squarely faced and the 
vagaries of imputed benefits replaced by actual value received! 
This would be a solution of the problem to the advantage not 
only of the industry in the United States but to 120,000,000 
·consumers as well who are required to "pay the bills " and 
whose interests can not be overlooked. 

LEA. VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr: TucKER (at the request of Mr. BLAND), on account of 
sickness. 

To Mr. Po&TER. (at the request of Mr. DARROW), on account 
of sickness. · 

ADDRESS OF BON. HAMILTON FISH, .TR., OF NEW YOR.K 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks by printing a speech delivered by my col
league [l\Ir. FISH] yesterday at New York. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. BoY
LAN] asks unanimoUB consent to extend his remarks by printing 

a speech delivered by his colleague [Mr. FisH]. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOYLAN. , Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my 

remarks in the RECORD I include the following address of Rep
resentative HAMll.TON FisH, Jr., at monster Americanization 
patriotic rally and parade under the auspices of the Department 
of the State of New York, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, at Union Square, New York City, May 1, 1930, 
at 12.30 p. m., broadcast over station WOR : 

IRREPRESSrBLE CONFLICT BETWEEN AMERICANISM AND COMMUNISM 

We have met here this afternoon to testify, by our presence, to our 
faith in American institutions and to our republican form of govern
ment. Ours is a government by the consent of the governed, wherein 
each citizen is sovereign and supreme. The United States of America, 
although only 150 years of age, is the oldest republic in existence, and 
represents the ideals and aspirations of countless millions of oppressed 
people throughout the world. 

We Americans believe that it is an inheritance worth preserving. It 
is only in the morning of its glorious destiny and we propose to see that 
it is not impaired or endangered by false or vicious propaganda and 
revolutionary activities of communists, taking their orders from Soviet 
Russia. 

I am S1Jeaking here to-flay, by request, on the specific subject of 
"Communism and Its Cure;• -and my remarks will be strictly confined 
to the subject and to showing the irrepressible conflict between Amer
icanism and communism. 

I care not what course others may take, or what they may say in 
regard to socialism, pacifism, or liberalism ; as for me, I believe in the 
freedom of speech, guarante1'!d by the Federal Constitution as one of our 
most precious rights and inheritances, which should be safeguarded by 
all public officials. Every .American citizen, whether he be socialist or 
pacifist, has a right to criticize the domestic or foreign policies of the 
United States in time of peace to his heart's content, but no citizen, and 
particularly no alien, has the right to advocate. the use of force and 
violence to undermine or overthrow our form of government and substi
tute a foreign system of government in its place. Nor has any citizen 
or alien the right to incite riots, sabotage, or revolutionary disorders 
Without being held strictly liable under the law. 

We are not here to protest against the soviet form of government in 
Russia-that is not a matter which concerns the American people. We 
have no right to interfere with the kind of government set up in any 
foreign land , and we resent any alien interference with our own. 

The United States has very properly not recognized Soviet Russia, 
nor will it do so as long as the Third International-the creature.- of 
Lenin-With its headquarters at Moscow, continues to send its paid 
revolutionary agents into this country to sow the seeds of class hatred, 
atheism, and world revolution. 

The Communist Party of the United States is merely a section of 'the 
Third International, and obeys·implicitly the orders and mandates that 
originate in 1\Ioscow. The Russian Communist Party, the Soviet Gov
e.rnment, and the Third International are all a part of the same house. 
The Russian Communist Party is the foundation, the Soviet Govern
ment the walls, and the Third International the roof of the same build
Ing. They are all three one and inseparable, directed by Stalin and a 
small political bureau and supported by a government of terror and by 
terror through force and bayonets. The so-called dictatorship of the 
proletariat is nothing more than a drastic dictatorship over the prole
tariat by a handful of self-constituted and self-perpetuating revolu
tionists. The Third International is the agency for the spread of in
sidious and diseased propaganda and revolutionary activities, and its 
paid agents are operating in every one of the larger nations, inciting 
disturbances, riots, disorders, that often lead to bloodshed . 

There can be no possible basis of compromise between our Republican 
form of government and communism. There is an irrepressible conflict 
between Americanism and communism. No communist can be a loyal 
American citizen. He can not give allegiance to the red flag and to the 
American fiag at the same time. Communism seeks to destroy American 
democracy and all forms of private property. 

The great outcry of the communists is directed against what they 
·term our capitalistic government, but what is really meant is the right 
guaranteed to American citizens by the Constitution to acquire and own 
private property. It is one of our most cherished rights and the palla
dium of our liberties. Deprive the American people of the right to own 
their homes, their lands, and other private property, and you immediately 
destroy the incentive that has caused the wonderful development in the 
United States during the last 150 years. The tremendous increase in 
wealth and population in the United States calls for the enactment of 
legislation to promote social and industrial justice. 

There should be no cause of complaint for the American wage earners, 
who have helped to build the prosperity of the Nation. Old-age pension 
laws and adequate retirement provisions should be enacted to care for 
our needy aged in the declining days of their Jives. Child labor la·IVs 
should be adopted in all the States and a constitutional amendment 
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passed that no boy or girl should be withdrawn from 13chool and com- I 
pelled to labor under the age of 16, in mines or factories. 

Adequate laws should be passed dealing with the unemployment situ
ation and a vigorous effort made by Congress to help the honest and 
willing American wage earner to get a job. The unemployed American 
workingman can place no hope in the communists, who would destroy 
the high standard of living and wages in this country and make slaves 
of the working class as they have done in ;Russia, where they receive 
pitiful wages and live in filthy government-owned rooms and are not 
even allowed to strike. The American Federation of Labor is the most 
consistent and bitterest opponent of communism, as it sees through its 
false propaganda and realizes the menace of its revolutionary activities 
to the best interests and welfare of American wage earners. 

There is no room in the United States for any person afliliated with 
the Third International. If they do not like the conditions here, let them 
depart or return to Russia, where they can enjoy the fruits of com
munism and the low-wage scale and deplorable living condition's and 
learn to appreciate the dilrerence between the blessings of a government 
based on justice and humanity and such a one as Soviet Russia, based 
on terror and the most brutal despotism ever instituted among men. 

Communism is not liberalism but its direct opposite. Liberalism ad
vocates the extension of democracy, while communism loathes and 
abhors the rights and liberties of the American people and demands rigid 
obedience to an alien dictatorship. Communism represents autocracy 
rampant and is upheld not by the ballots of the people but by a secret 
police that arrests secretly, condemns secretly, and executes secretly and 
thereby maintains a veritable reign of terror. 

It is estimated that approximately one-half of the communists in the 
United States are aliens. If they do not like our form of government, 
let them depart ; let them go back to their native lands. They are 
merely guests here, and the Federal Government will not tolerate their 
vicious propaganda or insidious attacks against American institutions. 

It is not only the right but the duty of loyal American citizens to 
protest and demand that the Congress of the United States take appro
priate steps to enact legislation to deport all alien agitators or com
munists affiliated with the Third International. Only 14 communists 
have been deported in the last four years, due to the fact that the 
Congress has been asleep and has not provided suflicient authority to 
the Department of Labor or to the Department of Justice to investi
gate the revolutionary propaganda and activities of the communists in 
the United States. 

The American people are not blind to th-e facts ; they know by simply 
reading the newspapers that communism bas its revolutionary fangs 
in all our great industrial cities, waiting the time and occasion to 
incite disorders, sabotage, and bloodshed. 

If the communists are the enemies of our form of government, and 
they will not deny it, they should be driven out into the open and 
their seditious plots exposed so that they can be dealt with by the 
enactment of necessary legislation. The American Congress can not 
afford to continue any longer to be blind to a situation menacing the 
institutions and liberties of our people .. 

There are 11 daily communist newspapers, in 9 dilrerent languages, 
and 12 weekly publications, besides a number of papers and magazines, 
over which the party has a big influence. The total circulation of the 
communist press, according to their own statement, is over 170,000. 
The:-e are dailies and weeklies in Hungarian, Ul<ranian, Russian, Yug() 
slav, Polish, Lithuanian, Italian, and th1·ee dailies in the Finnish lan
guage. In addition, there are scores of factory J)apers. The largest 
is the Ford Worker, issued semimonthly, with a circulation, ·claimed by 
the communists, to be at least 10,000. 

Let the communists in the UnJted States cease to seek the overthrow 
of our Government or depart to countries more congenial to them and 
their doctrine. We have tolerated them and their criminal activities too 
long ; let them go forth or be deported or confined in some penal colony 
as far as possible away from the United States, where they can try 
out their communistic idea s to their heart's content. 

A large part of the communists in the United States are aliens and 
can hardly speak the Engli h language. Why should men or women 
urging the destruction of our form of government by force and vio
lence, be ail'orded the protection of our Bill of Rights? Or be per
mitted to enjoy the benefits of American naturalization? How can an 
American citizen be loyal if be adheres to the Code of the Third Inter
national for World Revolution, and takes an oath to defend the Soviet 
Union? Why, if the Soviet Union should be defended, don't they go 
over there and defend it? 

The life of one American policeman is more important and worth 
more than all the communists combined. 

In spite of the malicious falsehoods and appeals by communists to 
class hatred, the spirit of American democracy is marching on and is 
still the dream and the hope of the oppressed and the struggling masses 
the world over. 

Here in our State, we have recently seen an American boy, born in 
poverty on the East Side, ri se from the sidewalks of New York City 
to be elected four times-by the people as Governor of the Empire State. 
Another example of our spirit of democracy was the election of Herber t 

Hoover, left an orphan without funds in childhood, to the highest office 
in the gift of the American people. 

Let us give thanks that we are American citizens, and live in a 
country that affords equal opportunity to all. Let us rededicate our
selves to the proposition that a government of the people, by the people, 
and for the people, shall not perish from the earth because it is the 
fairest, safest, soundest, and most honorable government devised by the 
mind of man. 

REPAT.IUA.TION OF AMEB.IOA.N WOMEN 

Mr. CABLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my own remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CABLE] asks 
unanimous consent to extend his own remarks. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CABLE. Mr. Speaker, in the report of the Committee on 

Elections of the William C. Lawson-Ruth Bryan Owen contested
election case, filed March 24, 1930, the majority reaches the con
clusion that the contestee now stands as a naturalized, as dis
tinguished from a natural-borlf, citizen of the United States. 

I beg leave to suggest that apparently the committee over
looked the fact that sectiqn 4 of the act of September 22, 1922, 
applies not only to the natural born but also the naturalized 
citizen of the United States. For example, prior to September 
22, 1922, if an alien woman married an American citizen or her 
alien husband became an American citizen through naturaliza
tion, such alien woman, by reason of such marriage or naturali
zation, likewise became an American citizen, but her status was 
that of a naturalized as distinguished from a natural-born 
citizen. 

Assume, then, that a naturalized woman, upon the death of 
her husband or upon her divorce from him, married a citizen of 
Great Brituin prior to September 22, 1922. Under the act of 
March 2, 1907, she lost her American citizenship and acquired 
that of her alien husband. Assume that a natural-born woman, 
as in the case of Mrs. OwEN, likewise married a citizen of 
Great Britain prior to September 22, 1922. She also lost her 
American citizenship. 

The Committee on Immigration and Naturalization and Con
gress, in passing the act of September 22, 1922, wished to give 
to any woman who had thus lost her United States citizenship 
the same citizenship status upon repatriation that she held 
prior to her marriage to an alien. Section 4 of the act pro
vides : 

That a woman who, before the passage of this act, has lost her 
United States citizenship by reason of her marriage to an alien eligible 
for citizenship may be naturalized as provided by section 2 of this act : 
Provided, That no certificate of arrival shall be required to be filed with 
her petition if during the continuance of the marital status she shall 
have resided within the United States. After her naturalization she 
shall have the same citizenship status as if her marriage had taken 
place after the passage of this act. 

This clearly distinguishes between the natural born and the 
naturalized citizen who married an alien and thereby lost her 
citizenship, and gave to each the same citizenship status that 
she had prior to her marriage, namely, to the natural-born 
woman a natural-born citizenship status and to the naturalized 
woman a naturalized citizenship status: • 

The woman who married after the passage of the act of Sep
tember 22, 1922, did not lose her American citizenship and con
tinued a natural-born citizen, or a naturalized citizen, as the 
case might be, the act providing: 

That a woman citizen of the United States shall not cease to be a 
citizen of the United States by reason of her marriage after the passage 
of this act, unless she makes a formal renunciation of her citizenship 
before a court having jurisdiction over naturalization of aliens. 

The right of Congress to obliterate the alien-citizenship status 
of a natural-born woman who had lost her citizenship by 
her marriage to an alien is fortified · by article 3 of the conven
tion between United States and Great Britain, ratified July 19, 
1870, and relating to naturalization. Art icle 3 provides: 

If any such citizen of the United States as aforesaid, naturalized 
within the dominions of Her Britannic Majesty, should renew his resi
dence in the United States, the United States Government may, on his 
own application and on such conditions as that Government may think 
fit to impose, readmit him to the character and privileges of a citizen of 
the United States, and Great Britain shall not in that case claim him 
as a British subject on account of his former naturalization. 

Congress has seen fit to grant to a woman upon repatriation 
the same citizenship status she had prior to her marriage to a 
citizen of Great Britain, natural born or naturalized as the 
case may be. 

, 
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That Congress had full power to enact retroactive laws affect

ing citizenship, so far as the American status is concerned, is 
not only evidenced by the above treaty but also by the fact that 
there is no provision in the Constitution of the United States 
prohibiting such a law. 

It therefore appears to me that if the Elections Committee 
had considered the fact that section 4 of the act of September 
22, 1922, was intended to apply to naturalized as well as nat
ural-born citizens, the majority (as did the minority) would 
have reached the conclusion that 1\irs. OWEN does now enjoy 
the status and privileges of a natural-born citizen such as is 
dP.fined in sedion 1 of Article II of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WELCH of California. Mr: Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD by inserting an 
address made by the national commander of the American 
Legion at San Francisco, Calif., on April 18, 1930. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks by inserting in the REcoRD 
an address by the commander of the American Legion. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. UNDERfiLL. Mr. Speaker, I shall have to object. 
SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to file 
a supplemental report on the bill :8::. R. 11286. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN] 
asks unanimous consent to file a supplemental report on the bill 
H. R. 11286. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S. 3249. An act to repeal section 4579 and amend section 4578 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States respecting compen
sation of vessels for transporting seamen. 

ADJOURNMENT 

:Mr. H.A WLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. , · 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 40 
minutes p.m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, 
May 3, 1930, at 11 o'clock a. m. · 

EXECUTIVE COMl\IDmCATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 

taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows : 
436. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting 

report from the Chief of Engineers on preliminary examination 
a nd survey of Everett Harbor, ·wash., and Snohomish River, 
Wash. (H. Doc. No. 377) ; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and ordered to be printed, with illustrations. 

437. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting deficiency estimate of appropriation for the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year 1925, $42.54; supplemental 
estimates for the fiscal year 1930, $2,735,000; and supplemental 
estimates for the fiscal year 1931, $43,220; in all, $2,778,262.54; 
also, a draft of proposed legislation affecting an existing appro-

. priation (H. Doc. No. 378) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

438. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations for the 
Treasury Department, indefinite_ as to time and amount, within 
certain conditions and limitations, to cover payment of the 
awards of the war claims arbiter authorized by the settlement 
of war claims act of 1928 (H. Doc. No. 379) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

439. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations for the De
partment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 1931, amounting to 
$100,000 (ll. Doc. No. 380); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

440. A communication from the President of the United-States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations for the 
National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1930, amounting in all to $773,520 (H. Doc. 
No. 381) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

441. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations for the 
Department of .Justice for the fiscal year 1930 and 1931, amount
ing to $1,374,053.33; also draft of proposed legislation affecting 
an existing appropriation (H. Doc. No. 382) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. · 

442. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
Department of the Interior for the fiscal year 1930, to remain 
available until expended, amounting to $10,660,000 (H. Doc. 
No. 383) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

443. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriation for -' the 
War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, 
amounting to $695,757 (H. Doc. No. 384) ; to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

444. A communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting deficiency and supplemental estimates of appro
priations, and a draft of proposed legislation affecting an exist
ing appropriation, for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1927, amounting to $594.42, and for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, amounting to $236,500; in all, 
$237,094.42 (H. Doc. No. 385) ; to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

445. A communication from the President of the United States,~ 
transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for the fis
cal year 1931, in the sum of $250,000, to continue during the 
fiscal year 1931, the inquiry into the problem of the enforcement 
of the prohibition laws of the United States, together with en
forcement of other laws (H. Doc. No. 386) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be p'rinted. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. COLTON: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 11698. 

A bill to provide for the addition of certain lands to the Bryce_ 
Canyon National Park, Utah, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1356). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COLTON: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 11699. 
A bill to add certain lands to the Zion National Park in the 
State of Utah, and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1357). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEA of California: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. S. 3898. An act granting the consent of Congress 
to the Mill Four Drainage District, in Lincoln County, Oreg., to 
construct, maintain, and operate dams and dikes to prevent the 
flow of waters of Yaquina Bay and River into Nutes Slough, 
Boones Slough, and sloughs connected therewith ; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1358). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Air. MILLIGAN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 11591. A bill to amend the act entitled "An act 
authorizing the construction of a bridge across the 1\Iissouri 
River opposite to or within the corporate limits of Nebraska 
City, Nebr.," approved June 4, 1872; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1359). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 11680. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the Highway Department of the State of Tennessee to con
struct a bridge across the French Broad River on the Dandridge
Newport Road, in Jefferson County, Tenn.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1360). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 11700. A bill to extend the times for com
mencing and comp-leting the construction of a bridge across the 
Mahoning River at or near Cedar Street, Youngstown, Ohio; 
with an· amendment (Rept. No. 1361). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. PARKER: Comm.ittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 11703. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the city of Olean, N. Y., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Allegheny River at or near 
Olean, N. Y.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1362). Referred 
to the House Calendar. -

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce.. H. R. 11719. A bill to extend the times for coJDmencing 
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio 
River at or near Carrollton, Ky.; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1363). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CORNING: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 11729. A bill to legalize a pier and wharf at 
the southerly end of Port Jefferson Harbor, N. Y.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1364). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 11779. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Pecatonica River northwest of Rockford, Ill., 
in section 5, township 27. north, range 11 east, fourth principal 
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meridian; without amendment (Rept. No. 1365). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana: Committee on Interstate and 
Fo.reign Commerce. H. R. 11780. A bill granting the consent 
of Congress to Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. to construct, 
maintain, and operate a railroad bridge across the Ohio River 
at or near Henderson, Ky.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1366). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKS : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
H. R. 11786. A bill granting the consent of Congress to the 
Arkansas State Highway Commission to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Arkansas River, at a point 
suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near the town of 
Ozark, Franklin County, Ark.; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1367). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HOOPER: Committee on the Library. H. J. Res. 289. A 
joint resolution providing for the participation of the United 
States in the celebration of the one hundred and fiftieth an
niversary of the siege of Yorktown, Va., and the surrender of 
Lord Cornwallis on October 19, 1781, and authorizing an ap
propriation to be used in connection with such celebration, and 
for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1368). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. BEERS : Committee on Printing. H. J. Res. 323. A 
joint resolution to authorize the printing with illustrations and 
binding in cloth of 120,000 copies of the Special Report on the 
Diseases of Cattle; without amendment (Rept. No. 1369). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

l\1r. BEERS: Committee on Printing. H. J. Res. 324. A joint 
resolution to authorize the printing with illustrations and bind
ing in cloth of 62,000 copies of the Special Report on the 
Diseases of the Horse; without amendment (Rept. No. 1370). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 6806. A 
bill for the appointment of an additional circuit judge for the 
fifth judicial circuit; without amendment (Rept. No. 1371). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. VESTAL : Committee on Patents. H. R. 11852. A bill 
amending the statutes of the United States to provide for copy
right registration of designs; with amendment (Rept. No. 1372). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. H. R. 3394. A bill to amend section 19 of 
the immigration act of 1917 by providing for the deportation of 
an alien convicted in violation of the Harrison narcotic law and 
amendments thereto; without amendment (Rept. No. 1373). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

ADVERSE REPORTS 
Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. PEAVEY: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 3726. A 

bill for the relief of New Milford Consolidated School District 
No. 123, of Illinois; adver e (Rept. No. 1354). Laid on the 
table. 

Mr. PEAVEY: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 4228. A 
bill for the relief of Rock River Consolidated School District 
No. 125, of Illinois; adverse (Rept. No. 1355). Laid on the 
table. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 

from the consideration of the following bills, which were re
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9253) granting an increase of pension to Melissa 
E. Bemis; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 11356) granting a pension to Mexico Shelton; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the · Com
rnittee on Invalid Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions were 

introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. ALLGOOD: A bill (H. R. 12094) to provide for con

veyance of certain lands in the State of Alabama to vocational 
or other educational uses, rather than to park or game pre
serve purposes or to dispose of the lands upon condition that 
they shall be used for educational purposes only; to the Com
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R. 12095) to amend section 
113 of the Judicial Code as amended; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRAND of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 12096) to amend 
section 7 of the Federal reserve act; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 12097) to authorize the 
leasing of the Muscle Shoals property upon certain terms and 
conditions to provide for the national defense a.nd for the regu
lation of interstate commerce, and for other purposes ; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WALKER : A bill (H. R. 120D8) to provide for the 
erection of a suitable monument to memory of the first per
manent settlement of the West at Harrodsburg, Ky.; to the 
Committee on the Library. • 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 12099) to apply the pen
sion laws to the Coast Guard; to the Committee on PensiOns. 

By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12100) to 
authorize the Postmaster General to give substitute watchmen, 
messengers, and laborers in first and second class post offices 
and substitute laborers in the Railway Mail Service credit for 
actual time served on a basis of 1 year for each 306 days of 8 
hours served as substitute; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. SHORT of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 12101) to amend 
the act entitled "An act for the control of floods on the Mis
sissippi River and its tributaries, and for other purposes," ap
proved May 15, 1928; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. REED of New York: A bill (H. R. 12102) to provide 
for the construction of a vessel for the Coast Guard for rescue 
and assistance work on Lake Erie; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HAWLEY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 328) author~ 
izing the immediate appropriation of certain amounts author- ' 
ized to be appropriated by the settlement of war claims act of 
1928; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULMER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 329) to 
authorize and direct the Secretary of Agriculture to provide 
additional facilities for the classification of cotton under the 
United States cotton standards act, and for the dissemination 
of market news information; to the ·Committee on Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
By Mr. BUSBY: A bill (H. R. 12103) granting a pension to 

Missouri L. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. CANNON: A bill (H. R. 12104) granting a pension to 

Earl L. Matthews; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (II. R. 12105) granting a pension to 

Hiram E. Morrill; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 12106) for the r elief of 

Michael FTancis Washington; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
By Mr. HICKEY: A bill (H. R. 12107) granting compensation 

to John M. Whitley for injuries sustained by him while em
ployed under the name of John Madison by the United States 
Government in the Philippine Islands; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Al~o. a bill (H. R. 12108) granting a pension to Lydia A. 
Grove; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By M:r. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 12109) granting an increase 
of pension to Emily F. Frazey ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12110) granting an increase of pension to 
Amanda J . Lusk; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. KIESS: A bill (H. R. 12111) granting a pension to 
Sarah Williams ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. 1\icSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 12112) for the relief of 
Frank D. Whitfield; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. MANLOVE: A bill (H. n. 12113) granting a pension 
to William Thomas Dean ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12114) granting a pension to Sue E. Ship
man ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Ir. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 12115) granting an increase 
of pension to Susan M. Linton; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\Ir. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12116) 
granting a pension to Anderson Lane; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H R. 12117) granting a pension to Sarah Reed; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 12118) grant'illg 
a pension to Lily V. Durham; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 
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By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill (H. R. 12119) granting a pension 

to Elizabeth Cook ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 12120) granting a 

pension to James W. Hussey; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 12121) to provide for 

a survey of the Salmon River, Alaska, with a view to the pre
vention and control of its floods; to the Committee on Flood 
Control 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 12122) granting an 
increase of pension to Julia Ann Kerns ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania~ A bill (H. R. 12123) grant
ing a pension to Julia M. Wark; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 12124) granting a pen
sion to Clara l\1. Schneider ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 12125) 
granting an increase of pension to Eliza Elwell; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Br. Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 12126) for the relief of Ada 
B. (Gould) Gollan ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R. 12127) for the relief of 
Andrew Boyd Rogers; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
7190. By Mr. ANDRE'W : Petition from town of Essex, 

Mass., urging Congress to acquire and maintain the John Wise 
House, so called, and some 100 acres of adjoining land located 
in the town of Essex, to be known as the John Wise national 
memorial ; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

7191. By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of many citizens of Los 
Angeles County, Calif., favoring increased pensions for Spanish 
War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

7192. By Mr. DEMPSEY: Petition signed by 835 citizens of 
the city or-Niagara Falls, N. Y., urging the early passage of 
the Kendall bill (H. R. 6603) ; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

7193. By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Petition of citizens of 
Dubuque, Iowa, in opposition to rivers and harbors bill as 
reported out of committee ; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. · 

7194. Also, petition of Jewelers' Vigilance Committee (Inc.), 
New York, N.Y.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7195. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of 45 residents of Yellow 
Medicine County, Minn., urging enactment of Honse bill 1410; 
to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

7196. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of Charles W. Morgan and 
263 other citizens of Onamia, Minn., urging Congress to 
speedily pass the Manlove bill (H. R. 8976) for the relief of 
veterans and widows and minor orphan children of veterans of 
Indian wars; to the Committee on Pensions. 

7197. By Mr. SIMMS: Petition of Spanish War veterans of 
New Mexico, protesting against the use of the word "inmate" 
to describe a member of the National Home for Disabled Vol
unteer Soldiers ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

7198. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by 
M. D. Tewalt, Ernest Johnson, A. M. Masters, George Walters, 
and other citizens of Benton County, Wash., in support of legis
lation proposed to increase the pension of Spanish War veterans 
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
SATURDAY, May 3, 1930 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Rev. Edmund A. Walsh, S. J., vice president Georgetown 

University, offered the followtng prayer: 
Almighty and Eternal Father, Creator of all things, we pray 

continuance of Thy sustaining favor so largely bestowed on 
them that, under Tliee, didst erect on this continent a blessed 
haven for the oppressed and persecuted of all climes. Grant, 
we beseech Thee, that neither the teeming bounties of the earth 
nor the fruits of industry nor the gains of trade may ever 
obscure the Heavenly Giver thereof nor blind our eyes to the 
inner light of that enduring truth and eternal purpose to which 
all creation moves. Save us forever from the depths of spiritual 
degradation to which men and nations sink who wantonly spurn 
'l~hy law and ignore Thy revelation. Power and wealth and 
length of days are from Thy hand, and to that same tribunal 
must be rendered back for judgment. Teach us--for Thou alone 
canst teach us-how liberty within equal law does best eman
cipate, how justice above force worketh unto a peaceful earth, 
and how temporal power is best measured by its degree of 

service to the common good of human kind. Upon the Presi~ 
dent of the Republic, as upon all other appointed agents of the 
people here and wherever gathered· in discharge of public trust, 
we invoke the saving light of Thy countenance and the support 

· of Thy grace. A blessing we beseech of Thee in the name of 
Him whom Thou didst send, Jesus Christ our Saviour. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday as read and 
approved. 

SPEECH OF HON. HARRY G. LESLIE, GOVERNOR OF INDIANA 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing a speech deliv
ered by Hon. Harry G. Leslie, Governor of the State of Indiana, 
before the chamber of commerce on Wednesday evening last 
upon the subject of St~te Control of Local Expenditures-The 
Indiana Plan. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani
mous. consent to extend his remarks by printing an address 
recently delivered by the Governor of Indiana. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object, would the gentleman mind put
ting in the RECoRD the speech delivered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture on the " wild men " of the Senate? 

Mr. PURNELL. I am in favor of it, but I would not want to 
ask consent to do that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there · objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted me to 

extend my remarks in the REcORD I include a speech delivered 
by the Hon. Harry G. Leslie, Governor of the State of Indiana, 
before the midyear dinner of the National Association of State 
Chambers of Commerce, held at the Washington Hotel in Wash~ 
ington, D. C., on Wednesday evening, April30. 

The speech is as follows : 
STATE CONTROL OF LOCAL EXPE-NDITURES-THE INDIANA PLAN 

The subject assigned me for discussion involves and ts directly con~ 
nected with the problem of taxation, which is universally recognized 
as our country's greatest economic problem. I assume I shall not b~ 
expected to enter into a discussion of the fundamentals of this greates-t: 
science of government, nor to discuss at any considerable length the 
intricacies involved in its administration. I assume I shall be expected 
to confine II!Y discussion to the Indiana plan of State control of local 
expenditures in the few minutes I am to occupy your time. 

A very brief account of our experiences in I ndiana should be some
what interesting and would probably reflect the experience of some of 
the other States represented in this presence. · 

Some years ago Indiana, as well as some other States, realized the 
great danger in permitting the cost of our government in many of our 
subdivisions becoming so excessive in many inl)tances as would largely 
confiscate the income · of our people. 

Investigation disclosed there were many taxing units in our State 
where the grossest sort of mismanagement and exh·avagance were being 
practiced and many of our poorer units of government were being sub
jected to real hardship as a result of unwarranted public expenditures 
due to exaggerated ideals of appropriate public improvements and exces
sive costs of ,a.dministration because of inexperienced and incompetent 
local officials. 

We realized fully the inclination of many taxing officials to expend 
public funds generously, and further appreciated that every dollar so 
expended for all public purposes must be met by the citizens going into 
their pockets privately and meeting the bill through some system of 
taxation. 

We further realized the great difficulty of any division of government, 
whether it be National, State, or a local subdivision in maintaining the 
lo.yal and patriotic support of its subjects if the burden of the cost of 
their government reached the point of excess and real hardship. 

In view of the major portion of the cost of government being local 
in its character, the great need of some influence to control local expend~ 
itures was readily recognized. 

Through legislative enactment a law was passed centralizing author
ity over local expenditures, giving the State tax commission the right 
and responsibility to pass upon local tax levies to be made as well as 
proposed local bond issues for public improvements. 

The law as first enacted requiring the tax commission to pass upon 
these questions of local concern was unpopular in that it was consid
ered an interference with and a violation of the rights of local control 
and local self-government. 

It must be agreed in the final analysis that bonds issued by any 
municipality for public improvements or any other purpose amount 
simply to a tax levied for a term of years, as the maturities of bonds 
and the interest thereon must be met through levies made for that pur
pose each year for the number of years for which the bonds are issued 
until finally retired. 
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